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ABSTRACT

The National Security Strategy of 2002 suggests that the
United States has determ ned that when faced with the
threat of attacks fromactors in possession of weapons of
mass destruction, a strategy of deterrence is not
appropriate. The prospect of absorbing another attack on
the caliber of the attacks of Septenber 11, 2001 is
unacceptable. As a result, the United States nust either
abandon the strategy of deterrence for nost security
chal l enges or it nust adopt a new concept of deterrence.
This thesis suggests that the practice of a new concept of
deterrence, in which the United States threatens puni shnent
to an adversary for actions short of mlitary attacks
against the United States, woul d address security
chal | enges across the spectrumof threats. Under this
concept, preenptive attacks and preventive war constitute
possi bl e exanpl es of deterrence failures. This thesis
outlines the paranmeters of the new deterrence situation,
the requirenments for success in pursuing this strategy, and

the challenges to its inplenentation.
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CHAPTER | . | NTRODUCTI ON

The National Security Strategy of the United States of
Anmerica of Septenber 17, 2002 (NSS) received nuch attention
when it was published a year after the terrorist attacks of
Septenber 11, 2001. The George W Bush adm ni stration was
faced with the chall enges of confronting significant
security threats fromso-called rogue states and non-state
actors, potentially enploying terrorist tactics and weapons
of mass destruction (WWD) against U S. interests around the
worl d and possibly directly against the U S. honel and.
Whil e these threats were not new, the attacks of
Sept enber 11 exposed a vulnerability of the United States
that was recognized in principle prior to the attacks but
bel i eved to be somehow “out of bounds” for the foes of the
United States. The realization that the U S. honel and
could be attacked, alnost at will, by forces which could
produce mass casualties caused the Bush administration to
adjust its strategic security outlook such that the United
States could reduce the likelihood of sustaining additional
attacks simlar to those of Septenber 11.

The traditional notion of deterrence, as practiced by
the United States during the decades follow ng Wrld
War 11, was considered to be perhaps out of date and
i nappropriate for confronting the types of security threats
facing the United States in the 21% century. The Bush
adm ni stration believed that while deterrence m ght be an
appropriate strategy in sone contenporary cases, the
gravest threats facing the United States could not be



adequat el y addressed through a strategy of deterrence.! The
characteristics of non-state actors nade them probl ematic
targets for deterrence, which was traditionally applied
toward unitary state actors. States that were willing to
use and share WWD | i kewi se seened poor candidates for a
strategy of deterrence because the Bush adm ni stration was
unwi Il ling to sustain additional attacks of the caliber of
the attacks of Septenber 11; although traditional
deterrence situations called for (perhaps nassive)

puni shment in retaliation for an attack on the United
States, the prospect of WWD attacks on the United States
were considered totally unacceptable, even if the
responsi bl e party would be conpletely defeated in
retaliation. As explained by President Bush,

For much of the last century, Anerica's defense
relied on the Cold War doctrines of deterrence
and containnment. In sone cases, those strategies
still apply. But new threats also require new
thinking. Deterrence -- the pron se of massive
retaliation against nations -- neans nothing

agai nst shadowy terrorist networks with no nation
or citizens to defend. Containnment is not
possi bl e when unbal anced dictators w th weapons
of mass destruction can deliver those weapons on
m ssiles or secretly provide themto terrori st
allies.?

For these reasons, the NSS does not accord deterrence the
primary role in U S. security strategy.

The NSS reveal s the Bush administration’s bias for
action against the potential foes of the United States.

! President of the United States, “The National Security Strategy of the
United States of Anerica,” Septenmber 17, 2002: Preface; The Wite

House, Ofice of the Press Secretary, Remarks by the President at 2002
Graduation Exercise of the United States MIlitary Acadeny, Wst Point,
New York, June 1, 2001 <http://ww. whitehouse. gov/ news/rel eases/ 2002/
06/ 20020601- 3. ht M > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.

2 The White House, Remarks by the President at 2002 Graduation Exercise
of the United States MIitary Acadeny.



The el ements of the NSS which received the npost attention
from observers were those which indicated that the United
States would act preenptively and unilaterally, if
necessary, to defeat threats to U S. interests. The
Nat i onal Security Advisor, Dr. Condol eezza Ri ce, comrented
on the role of preenption, as opposed to deterrence and
cont ai nment :

[ Cont ai nment or deterrence] can and will continue
to be enpl oyed where appropriate. But sone
threats are so potentially catastrophic -- and
can arrive with so little warning, by neans that
are untraceable -- that they cannot be
cont ai ned..And new t echnol ogy requires new

t hi nki ng about when a threat actually becones
“immnent.” So as a matter of common sense, the
United States nust be prepared to take action,
when necessary, before threats have fully

mat eri al i zed..The nunber of cases in which [this

approach] mght be justified will always be
small. It does not give a green light -- to the
United States or any other nation -- to act first

wi t hout exhausting ot her neans, i ncluding

di pl omacy. Preenptive action does not cone at
t he beginning of a long chain of effort. The
threat nmust be very grave. And the risks of
wai ting nust far outweigh the risks of action.?

This thesis exam nes the role of deterrence within the
framework of the NSS. Through a review of the Bush
adm nistration’s strategi c approach, the nature of threats
in the current security environnent, a survey of deterrence
theory literature, and a contenporary exanple of a security
chal l enge, this thesis concludes that the United States
m ght be well-served by enploying a new concept of

deterrence for a variety of security chall enges, including

3 The White House, OFfice of the Press Secretary, “Dr. Condol eezza Rice
Di scusses President's National Security Strategy,” Waldorf Astoria
Hotel , New York, NY, Cctober 1, 2002 <http://ww. whitehouse. gov/ news/
rel eases/ 2002/ 10/ 20021001- 6. ht M > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.



cases of WWD threats fromrogue states. Rather than
reserving the strategy of deterrence for a few cases that
m ght resenble the Cold War standoff between the United
States and the Soviet Union, a new concept of deterrence
m ght be applied across the spectrum of security
chal l enges. This new concept of deterrence provides that
the United States threaten action, including mlitary
action, to a foe in response to activity that the United
States deens hostile or undesirable but is activity short
of an actual attack against the United States or U S.
interests. Wthin this franework, the concepts of
preenption and preventive war should be considered the

t hreat ened puni shnents to U S. foes, delivered in cases of
deterrence failures, rather than as fundanental departures
fromprevious U S. national security strategies.

Chapter Il presents a brief interpretation of elenents
of the NSS and the Quadrenni al Defense Review Report ((QDR)
t hat suggests that deterrence should still be very nuch a
part of U S. national security strategy. It is argued that
the concepts of preenption and preventive war, as parts of
the NSS, are enconpassed by a new, broadened concept of
deterrence and do not represent a fundanental departure
from previous national security strategies.

Chapter 11l provides a presentation of several
acadenic interpretations of deterrence. Comentary on the
strengt hs and weaknesses of several deterrence theories
| eads to a suggestion regarding the best way to capture the
new i nterpretation of deterrence within a concept ual
framework that can be enpl oyed by U.S. policynakers.
Finally, the concept of conpellence is briefly addressed,
as it isintimately related to the practice of a national

strategy of deterrence.



Chapter |V scrutinizes the concept of deterrence
devel oped in Chapters Il and Ill. A series of potential
pitfalls for the enploynent of deterrence is presented with
recommendati ons for policymakers on the best way to proceed
with a strategy of deterrence within the current security
envi ronment .

A case study is presented in Chapter V. The period
bet ween Septenber 11, 2001 and March 20, 2003 is franmed as
a deterrence situation, concluding in a deterrence failure,
in which the United States confronted Iraq’ s possession of
WWD. The case study illustrates the manner in which
deterrence can be enpl oyed, even against rogue states with
WWD, and it shows the chall enges that confront the United
States in trying to enploy a strategy of deterrence in the
future

Chapter VI concludes with | essons | earned since
Septenber 11, 2001 and denonstrates the conplexities and
chal | enges of deterring other actors for the United States.
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CHAPTER | 1. DETERRENCE AND THE NATI ONAL SECURI TY
STRATEGY

A DETERRENCE AND THE GEORGE W BUSH ADM NI STRATI ON

Since the Bush adm nistration did not produce a
Nat i onal Security Strategy docunent during its first year
in office, Secretary of Defense Donald Runsfeld s QDR of
Sept enber 30, 2001 serves as the first formal presentation
of the admi nistration’s evaluation of the post-Septenber 11
gl obal security environnent, of the objectives of the
United States within that environnent, and of the neans by
which the United States intends to address its security
chal l enges. The QDR identifies four defense policy goals
“to defend the nation and secure a viable peace.”* One of
the policy goals is specifically deterrence of threats to
national interests, but each of the four goals is related
to a national strategy of deterrence. Interestingly, the
NSS appears to val ue deterrence as only one anong sever al
tactics or as a favorable condition that m ght energe as a
byproduct of other U S. actions, but it does not enbrace
deterrence as a national strategy. However, an
interpretation of the docunment’s intentions is that the NSS
seeks to divorce the concept of deterrence fromthe m ndset
of nutual assured destruction (MAD), popul arized during the
Cold War, in favor of a new approach to deterrence that
enabl es the strategy to address a variety of threats froma
variety of actors; deterrence, outside the framework of
MAD, is still a national strategy.

The reaction of John Lewis Gaddis is representative of
the attitudes of nyriad comentators on the NSS: “President

4 U S. Secretary of Defense, “Quadrennial Defense Review Report,”
Sept enber 30, 2001: 11.



George W Bush’s national security strategy could represent
t he nost sweeping shift in U S grand strategy since the
begi nning of the Cold War.”®> The ideas within the NSS that
spark this type of reaction generally relate to the
docunent’s bias for action when U S. interests are
threatened. The NSS advocates defeating or diffusing
threats through the use of force preenptively, unilaterally
i f necessary, beyond U. S. borders, before threats are fully
devel oped, particularly in facing the chall enges of WD and
terrorism?® Exanples of this new nmethod of guaranteeing

U S. security can be seen in the current mlitary
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and in the 2002 attack
on al Qaeda | eaders via unmanned aerial vehicle in Yenen.
In addition to the general statenments of U S. interests and
intentions found in the NSS, President Bush has al so
repeatedly issued general warnings in speeches to an
unspeci fied gl obal audience that the United States will not
tolerate certain types of behavior, anong which are state
support for terrorism state harboring of terrorists, and
acquisition or proliferation of WWD. Also, in the Mddle
East, nore specific warnings, regarding interference in
lrag’s internal affairs and support for terrorist

5 John Lewis Gaddis, “A Grand Strategy of Transformation,” Foreign
Policy 133 (Novenber/Decenber 2002): 50.

6 NSS, 5-7, 13-16. The term preenption, suggests action designed to
thwart an imm nent eneny attack. | believe the Bush adm nistration
concei ves of the concept of preenption in ternms nore simlar to the
concept of preventive war, in which action is taken against a foe that
poses a threat through the possession of capabilities and/or hostile
intentions yet is not about to attack. |In the contenporary security
environnent, a rogue state’'s possession of WWD mi ght provoke a U S.
attack, even though there is little or no evidence that the rogue state
was planning an attack on the United States. This exanple night be
categorized as a case of preventive war, but | believe the Bush

adm ni stration mght categorize the case as preenption. Wile

acknow edgi ng anbiguity in the definition of preenption, | have
attenpted to not use the terminterchangeably with preventive war.



organi zati ons, have recently been adm nistered to Syria and
Iran with prom ses of grave consequences for failure to
conpl y.

The general statenents of intent found in the NSS and
uttered by President Bush and the recent U S. military
activity are setting the stage for the practice of the new
concept of deterrence identified vaguely in the NSS and
QDR This current concept of deterrence is not a
fundament al departure fromexisting theories of deterrence,
but it tends to require a broader definition. A study of
deterrence theories vis & vis an evaluation of current U S
policy mght help to better direct U S. political and
mlitary efforts to acconplish national goals and to
protect national interests through a m nimal application of
force.

B. PARAMETERS FOR A NEW U. S. CONCEPT OF DETERRENCE

The NSS expresses the Bush adm nistration’s doubt that
traditional concepts of deterrence will be an effective
means of addressing the current security environnment in
which the greatest immediate threats to U S. interests lie
i n unconventional, asymetric attacks by terrorist enemes
and rogue states, especially when these enemes weld WWD.
The fault in traditional concepts of deterrence that is
identified in the NSS is the ineffectiveness of the
reactive posture of retaliation in response to attacks on
U S. interests. The Bush adm nistration’s eval uation of
the “terrorist eneny” and the | eaders of rogue states is
that their apparent willingness to die, to take great
risks, and to ganble with the lives of their people and the
weal th of their nations nakes these adversaries |ess
probable to succunb to any U. S. threats of retaliation.

The possibility that a WWD attack by these adversaries



woul d result in massive civilian casualties causes the Bush
adm nistration to search for a new concept of deterrence
that promi ses the prevention of an attack with greater
certainty; the consequences of a traditional deterrence
failure, in which an attack is sustained by the United
States before it responds, are unacceptable to the Bush
adm ni stration, considering the deadliness of WWD and in
light of the terrorist attacks of Septenber 11.°

1. Det errence by Puni shnent

The NSS states the willingness of the United States to
act preenptively, “[to take] anticipatory action to defend

oursel ves. "8

The United States “[recogni zes] that our best
defense is a good offense.”® Wile the concept of
preenption may be considered a radical departure from
previous U S. security strategies, preenption is actually
related to deterrence by puni shnent, a concept whereby sone
type of harmis prom sed an opponent that fails to conply
with U S. denmands; the United States is offering a threat
of mlitary and/or other action to any state or

organi zation (but specifically to rogue states and
terrorist organi zations) which contenpl ates, plans, seeks
to acquire the neans, or acquires the neans of attacking
the United States or its interests, particularly wth WWD.
The conditions under which the United States will deliver
puni shrent fall short of an actual attack on the United

States or its interests, constituting a deviation from nost

" Ibid, 14-15.
8 Ibid, 15.
° 1bid, 6.

0 David E. Johnson, Karl P. Mueller and WIlliamH Taft, V,

Conventi onal Coercion across the Spectrum of Operations: The Uility of
US Mlitary Forces in the Emergi ng Security Environment (Santa

Moni ca: RAND, 2002), 16.

10



t heori es of deterrence, which provide for punishnent only
in the case of an actual attack.

The QDR addresses the nmeans by which preenption, or
t he new concept of deterrence by punishnent, nay be viewed
as a credible capability. Wthin the defense policy goal
of “deterring threats and coercion against U S. interests,”
the QDR states an intent to “provide the President with a
wi der range of mlitary options,” specifically including
enhanced capabilities in forward depl oyed forces and

i mproved intelligence capabilities.

The goal to “deter
forward” will allow intelligence assets to provide U S.
forces, but nore inportantly the National Command

Aut horities (NCA), with “critical information on
adversaries’ intentions, plans, strengths, and

weaknesses. " 1?

The forward depl oyed forces will provide a
capability to strike rapidly, flexibly and accurately,
giving the NCA a variety of retaliatory options across the
spectrum of violence and destruction, should deterrence
fail. This ability to decisively defeat any adversary
constitutes a second defense policy goal.*® Additionally,
the goal to deter forward includes security cooperation
with allies and friends (which is a critical part of a
third defense policy goal of “assuring allies and

” 14)

friends in order to enhance nmlitary and intelligence

capabilities in the face of a threat;?®

security cooperation
and efforts to enhance collective security neasures can

serve to add weight to deterrent threats that m ght

QDR 12
12 bi d.

3 1bid, 13.
¥ 1pid, 11.
5 1pid, 20.

11



otherwi se include only unilateral action.?*®
“Operationalizing” the concept of deter forward allows the
United States to determine when it might be threatened, to
surnmse the intentions of its foe, to assess the best way
to threaten the foe, to determne the best way to
communi cate the threat, to provide a capable and credible
threat, and to punish the foe should deterrence fail.

2. Det errence by Deni al

The NSS identifies other elenents of U S. strategy
that can be interpreted as deterrence by denial, a concept
whereby the United States seeks to convince its opponent
that attenpts to attack U S. interests will be

unsuccessful .’

U S. deterrence by denial works in
conjunction with deterrence by punishnment. Although there
is little doubt that the Bush adm nistration views the
prospect of another successful attack on the magnitude of
the attacks of Septenber 11 as unacceptable, there seens to
be an acknow edgenent that no effort at defense or
deterrence by puni shnent can be expected to stave off al
attacks. The U S. strategy of deterrence by denial works
to show potential adversaries that no attack | aunched on
the United States or its interests will succeed in
defeating the country to any degree. Maintaining the nost
powerful arnmed forces in the world is a neans of deterring
conventional attacks by denial. The NSS states that no
adversaries seek to attack the United States using

»n 18

conventional mneans; “they know such attacks would fail.

Simlarly, the United States attenpts deterrence by deni al

8 M chael P. C. Carns, “Reopening the Deterrence Debate: Thinking about
a Peaceful and Prosperous Tonorrow,” in Max G Manwaring, ed.,
Deterrence in the 21° Century (Portland: Frank Cass, 2001), 9.

7 Johnson, Muieller and Taft, 16-17.

18 NSS, 15.

12



by tasking its armed forces to be able to identify and
destroy threats before they reach U S. borders;
establishing the capability to stop an attack before it
reaches its target serves to deter the attack in the first
pl ace. Not only does the United States seek to maintain a
powerful mlitary as a nmeans of deterrence by denial and as
a tool of conpellence and deterrence by puni shnment, but a
fourth defense policy goal is to ensure that the United
States remai ns dom nant globally and free fromany future
mlitary conpetition, aiding in deterrence over the very
long term?® In another instance of deterrence by denial,
the NSS states, “we are also strengthening Anmerica’s
honel and security to protect against and deter attack.”?
Specifically, consequence managenent to respond to the
effects of a WVMD attack serves as deterrence by denial:
“Mnimzing the effects of WWD use agai nst our people wll
hel p deter those who possess such weapons and di ssuade

t hose who seek to acquire them by persuadi ng enem es that

they cannot attain their desired ends.”?

The proposition
of Paul Davis and Brian M chael Jenkins regarding an
aversion of terrorists for operational risk mght also be
applied to state actors: “they may be willing to risk or
give their lives, but not in futile attacks.”?® U.S.
deterrence by denial seeks to maxim ze the perception of
futility of potential attacks on the United States and its

i nt erests.

¥ |pid, 6.

20 PR, 12.

21 NSS, 6.

22 | bid, 14.

2% paul K. Davis and Brian M chael Jenkins, Deterrence and Influence in
Counterterrorism A Conponent in the War on al Qaeda (Santa Mbonica:
RAND, 2002), 16.

13



3. Compel | ence

The concept of conpellence is generally accepted to be
separate fromthe concept of deterrence, but it is related
to deterrence in that a particular, undesirabl e behavior of
an adversary is expected to change in response to a U S.
pl edge of action. |In the franework of the NSS, those
hostil e states and organi zati ons that possess WD,
proliferate WWD, practice terrorismor support terrorismin
any way are given notice that the United States will not
tolerate that behavior and demands a stop to it. The
soundness of demanding that a terrorist organi zation end
its practice of terrorismmay be questionable, but the
met hod of conpellence is easily conprehendible. The United
States commts itself to “direct and continuous action
using all the elements of national and international

"24 |n other words, the United States will continue

power .
to inflict punishnment until its potential adversaries no
| onger pursue terrorismor WWD. As addressed further in
Chapter 111, conpellence is not synonynous with deterrence,
nor are its assunptions regarding the initiation of action
t he sane; ?®° however, the fact that some international actors
are already engaged in behavior that the United States has
decl ared unacceptable in the NSS requires that conpellence
serve as a conpanion strategy to deterrence in order to
acconplish U S. objectives regarding terrorismand WD.

4. Positive Deterrence

Positive deterrence involves the use of incentives or
rewards, rather than threats or punishnent, to persuade

6

conpliance with U . S. demands.?® Al though positive

24 NSS, 6.

% Thomas C. Schelling, Arns and Influence (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1966), 69-71.

26 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 16.
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deterrence is not directly nentioned in the NSS, the
strategy still resides in the “tool box” of U S. policy
makers. Positive deterrence might be enployed with those
states that could be involved in support for terrorismor
in WWMD proliferation but indicate a willingness to alter

t heir behavi or due to concern over the U S. stance on the
policies or the policies’ relative insignificance in
overall state strategy. As an exanple fromthe post-
Septenber 11 period, it mght be argued that Paki stan was
enticed to end its support for the Taliban in Afghani stan
and join the United States in the “war or terrorisnf in
2001 through the U S. practice of positive deterrence; as a
result of the change in Pakistani policy, President Bush
signed | egislation that ended sanctions and renewed
economic and military aid to Pakistan on October 30, 2001. 2%’
Positive deterrence can be nost effective for the United

St ates when conbined with other nethods of deterrence; not
only was Paki stan rewarded for its change of policy, but it
was also indirectly threatened through a statenent of

Presi dent Bush

And we will pursue nations that provide aid or
safe haven to terrorism Every nation, in every
regi on, now has a decision to nake. Either you
are with us, or you are with the terrorists.
Fromthis day forward, any nation that continues
to harbor or support terrorismwll be regarded
by the United States as a hostile reginme. 2

C. SUMMVARY
In sum the new U. S. strategy of deterrence includes a
conmbi nati on of deterrence by puni shnment, deterrence by

deni al, conpel |l ence and positive deterrence. The concept

2T Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Pakistan,” The Mddl e East Journal 56
(Spring 2002): 315.

28 president George W Bush, Address to a Joint Session of Congress,
Washi ngton, DC, Septenber 20, 2001.
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of preenption constitutes the establishnment of new
paranmeters for deterrence by punishnent, rather than a
fundanment al departure fromthe concept of deterrence. A
preenptive strike by the United States represents the
failure of a deterrence situation in which the threat of a
U S. attack was the deterrent pledge of action and the
activity of the opponent that the United States attenpted
to deter was sonething short of actual, overtly aggressive
action or an attack on the United States; in the current
deterrence situation, the United States pledges mlitary or
ot her action if an opponent fails to conply with the U S
demand to avoid the use or support of terrorismand the use
or acquisition of WWD. The U.S. Departnent of Defense is
pursui ng four defense policy goals, all of which contribute
to the NCA's ability to practice deterrence with the

| everage of effective mlitary neans, but U S. pledges of
action in deterrence efforts are not always necessarily

mlitary in nature.

16



CHAPTER I11. FRAM NG THE NEW CONCEPT OF DETERRENCE

A THE RELATI ONSHI P BETWEEN ACTORS | N DETERRENCE

A review of literature on deterrence theories unveils
numer ous definitions of the concept and even nore proposals
of the confines in which the concept should be studied.
Since the United States intends to practice deterrence
rather than study it, a useful, workable nodel of
deterrence theory shoul d probably be based on a well -
under st ood fusion of ideas surrounding a broad definition
of the concept.

Several theorists begin their presentations of
deterrence theory with a description of the conditions
surrounding the relationship between two parties that may
conme into conflict. For exanple, Patrick Morgan identifies
mani pul ation via threat as the essence of deterrence:
“Deterrence involves mani pul ati ng soneone’ s behavi or by

"29  However, nost theorists then

threatening himw th harm
narrow their definitions of deterrence for the purpose of
study. Mdrgan shifts to a concept in which “deterrence
involves the threat to use force in response as a way of
preventing the first use of force by soneone el se.”?°

Bef ore concentrating on the use of force as a prerequisite
for a definition of deterrence, however, the relationship
bet ween opposi ng actors should be better defined.
Especially for the U S. attenpt to enploy a new concept of
deterrence, the establishnent of the nature of conpetition
bet ween opposing wills is the nost inportant factor in

defining a strategy of deterrence.

2 patrick M Mrgan, Deterrence: A Conceptual Analysis (Beverly Hills:
Sage Publications, 1977), 9.
30 | bi d.
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The mani pul ati on of an opponent’s decision naking is
probably a suitable base for a consideration of deterrence.
Many studi es of deterrence incorporate the opponent’s cost-
benefit analysis as an integral part of the deterrence
rel ati onship. Al exander George and Richard Snoke provide a
description of this relationship that appears, with m nor
variations, in nmuch of the literature: deterrence invol ves
“persuasi on of one’s opponent that the costs and/or risks
of a given course of action he mght take outweigh its
benefits.”3 The object is to increase the inherent costs
of an action for the opponent to the point at which he
determnes that it is not in his best interest to pursue
that action. The costs are increased for the opponent by a
U S. pledge of sone type of action, nost often, but not
necessarily, the threat of the use of force against
sonet hing of value to the opponent. The relationship can
be represented as, “If you do A the United States will do
B,”% with the U.S. intention of making its opponent
conclude that Bis nore costly than A is beneficial.

Deterrence takes place in the mnd of the opponent,
not in any physical application of national power.
Deterrence is a state of mnd in which the opponent chooses

to be deterred. “An eneny who chooses to be deterred is an
eneny who chooses to subordinate his will to ours.”3 Since
t he opponent has an i ndependent will and val ues objectives

and interests of which the United States can never be

31 Al exander L. George and Richard Snoke, Deterrence in Amrerican Foreign
Policy: Theory and Practice (New York: Colunbia University Press,

1974), 11.

%2 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 14.

3% Colin S. Gray, “Deterrence and the Nature of Strategy,” in Manwaring,
18, 20.
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certain, the United States can nmake no pl edge of action
that will be assured of deterring its opponent.

The net hod by which a nodel of deterrence supposes
t hat an opponent m ght conclude that subordinating his wll
to that of the United States is in his best interest is
through a rational decision nmaking process. The assunption
of deterrence is that the opponent will consider the costs
and benefits of pursuing his original intentions, in |ight
of the pledge of action fromthe United States, and his
decision for action or inaction will be based on that
course he deens to be nost beneficial and/or |east costly.
Mut ual deterrence m ght take place when, upon exchangi ng
threats over a single issue, both the United States and its
opponent determine that the |east costly or nost benefici al
course of action is to subordinate the goals of each to the
nore favorabl e prospect of a status quo peace.

The assunption of rationality is a point which several
deterrence theorists find problematic. One problemis that
a poor understandi ng of an opponent may |lead to a poor
under st andi ng of what constitutes a rational decision on
its part. For exanple, a national |eader m ght val ue the
personal pride he finds in defying the United States nore
than the preservation of his life, but the United States
m ght view this value systemas irrational. Another
problemis sinply being able to identify an opponent as
rational or not. Past rational behavior does not indicate
that an actor will behave rationally in the future, nor
does past irrationality indicate future irrationality.
Additionally, a distinction should be drawn between
rational decision-nmaking and the rationality of an
opponent’ s obj ectives; an opponent could have a conpletely

irrational objective (or an objective that the United
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States perceives to be irrational) but still make a
rational decision based on costs and benefits.® Wile it
may be assuned that there exist sone crazy or conpletely
irrational actors in the international system nobst actors
probably consi der the consequences of their actions to sone
degree prior to acting. Mrgan suggests that no one is
capabl e of perfect rationality when faced with a situation
of “threat and reaction, a conplex psychol ogi cal phenonenon
wi th obvious roots in the enotional equipnment of man,” so
parties to deterrence should be expected to nake “sensible”
decisions, with sone influence fromirrational objectives
and perceptions.® Deterrence does not require conplete,
pure rationality in decision nmaking; it only requires that
t he decision maker not be conpletely irrational. 3

A good deal of literature on deterrence presents a
rel ati onship between only two opposing parties. George and
Snoke suggest that the polarization of the deterrence
rel ati onship grew out of the bipolarity of the Cold War and
t he acadeni ¢ enphasi s on nucl ear deterrence.3® However,
deterrence rel ationshi ps can exist between nultiple
parties, as in the cases of extended deterrence, whereby a
U. S. pledge of action deters an opponent’s action against a
tertiary interest, friend or ally® (for exanple, the U. S
pl edge to defend Saudi Arabia m ght have been a case of
successful extended deterrence against Irag in 1990). The
sanme is true of general deterrence, whereby the United

States might issue a threat to a general audience of

34 Robert H Dorff and Joseph R Cerami, “Deterrence and Conpetitive
Strategies: A New Look at an O d Concept,” in Manwaring, 111.

% Morgan, 13, 78.

36 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 17.

37 George and Snoke, 32.

% Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 12.
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unspeci fi ed opponents that m ght threaten a generally
specified interest. Exanples include, President Carter’s
statenent that

any attenpt by an outside force to gain control

of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an
assault on the vital interests of the United
States of Anerica, and such an assault will be
repell ed by any neans necessary, including
mlitary force, 3

or the statenment of President Bush before a Joint Session
of Congress in 2001 (quoted on page 15 of this thesis).

In sum for the new U S. concept of deterrence, an
under st andi ng of the deterrence relationship should include
the follow ng factors:

= The United States nust pledge action agai nst sonething
of value to an opponent to cause it to concl ude

t hrough a costs and benefits anal ysis that

subordinating its will to that of the United States is

nore beneficial to it than defying the United States.

= An opponent nust choose to be deterred. Successfully
persuading it to subordinate its will to the US. wll
requires an understanding of its values and

obj ecti ves.

= Pure rationality in the decision making of an opponent
is not required for deterrence, only a | ack of
conplete irrationality.
= Deterrence need not always concern a relationship
bet ween only two parties.
B. THE SCOPE OF DETERRENCE

Nucl ear deterrence has been addressed as a subj ect
di stinct from conventional deterrence for ease of study and
because of the scale of destruction at stake in a nucl ear

% president Jinmmy Carter, State of the Union Address, January 23, 1980.
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exchange. Today, however, the lack of a superpower
standof f, the questionable intentions of smaller nuclear
powers, and the advances in conventional weaponry m ght
cause the two subjects to be conceptually closer than
during the Cold War. Gary Quertner argues that the current
superiority of the U S. arnmed forces allows it to be used
as a much nore fearsome deterrent threat than ever before.
Particul arly, technol ogi cal advances give U. S. conventi onal
forces the range, accuracy, survivability, lethality and
ability to strike a wide spectrum of targets, making them
possess essentially the same qualities as nucl ear weapons
wi t hout the noral abhorrence acconpanying their use.?
Additionally, while facing a security environnent of
uncertain threats and potential enemes arnmed with WD,
U.S. nuclear forces may be used as a deterrent threat in
conjunction with U S. conventional forces, offering a
variety of mlitary options to rapidly neet any security
chal | enge, under generally the sanme planning framewrk as
the Cold War strategy of flexible response.*

The specific circunstances concerning the substance of
threats and the exchange of threats between parties lead to
di sparities between the works of many seemingly |ike-m nded
deterrence theorists. John Mearsheinmer restricts the
conditions of conventional deterrence to those situations
in which the seizure of territory is the action to be
deterred.* Under those parameters, an attenpt by Israel to

use threats of retaliation to dissuade Iran from | aunchi ng

40 Gary L. Guertner, “Deterrence and Conventional Mlitary Forces,” in
Manwari ng, 61.

41 U S. Secretary of Defense, “Nuclear Posture Review,” January 8, 2002:
12-15.

42 John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca: Cornell

Uni versity Press, 1983), Chapter 1.
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mssiles at Tel Aviv does not constitute a deterrence
situation. Mearsheinmer also only includes those situations
in which the exchange of threats by two parties concern a
mlitary confrontation on a battlefield, so the threat of
guerilla warfare is outside the scope of deterrence.?
Mear shei mer further restricts his definition by confining
t he exchange of threats to nmilitary targets.* Under those
conditions, a threat to terrorize a population through
saturation bonbi ng does not constitute a deterrent threat.
In a vein simlar to Mearshei mer but nore inclusive, Mrton
Hal erpin confines deterrence to the use of mlitary force
to prevent military action of an adversary.?®

Conversely George and Snoke observe that in nodern
times, deterrence increasingly concerns the ability to
puni sh the eneny while leaving its mlitary intact and
deterrence in situations outside of nuclear confrontations
is dom nated by political and diplomatic concerns much nore
than by tactical military concerns.* Rather than liniting
the scope of deterrence to mlitary threats, pledges of
action other than mlitary, such as econom c sanctions or
international isolation via proposals for punitive United
Nations Security Council Resolutions (UNSCRs), m ght be

used as deterrents as well.?’

By extension, the opponent’s
potential action that causes deterrence to be necessary

m ght al so be a threat other than a pending mlitary
attack. As a contenporary exanple of an other than

mlitary deterrence situation, the United States m ght

3 1pid, 15.

4 1bid, 23.

4 Morton Hal erpin, Defense Strategies for the Seventies (Boston:
Little, Brown, 1971), 10.

46 George and Snoke, 21, 51.

4" @enn H Snyder, Deterrence and Defense: Toward a Theory of National
Security (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961), 9-10.
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| evel a threat of suspending aid or invoking trade
sanctions against a state that has expressed synpathy for
and m ght offer assistance to al Qaeda. Paul Huth and
Bruce Russett propose the additional facet of positive
deterrence through maki ng use of both carrot and sti ck;
t hey suggest that prom ses of rewards for conpliance can be
of fered or conbined with threats of punishnment to hel p nmake
defiance of U.S. will less attractive.*®

In defining the concept in academ c terns, many
scholars restrict deterrence to state versus state
conpetition, with an understanding that the state is a
unitary actor. These confines were set in earlier decades
when states were the only actors of significance in the
international systemthat could threaten each other with
significant harm In witing about nuclear deterrence in
1968, Roy Jones observed that

the penalties involved can only be applied by
possessors of nucl ear weapons and these are the
authorities of nation-states. At sone tine in
the future this situation may change, but such a
devel opment is as yet unlikely.?®

Today’ s security environment has changed. The physi cal
threats of nuclear and conventional warfare are joined by
cyber-war, WWD and asymmetric attacks of varying types, and
the threatening actors have increased fromonly nation-
states to include terrorists, insurgents, drug traffickers,
organi zed crine, warlords, and religious extrem sts.®
Despite some actors’ |ack of geographic borders and

mlitary facilities, the United States can still attenpt to

4 paul Huth and Bruce Russett, “Testing Deterrence Theory: Rigor Makes
a Difference,” Wrld Politics 42 (July 1990): 470.

4 Roy E. Jones, Nuclear Deterrence: A Short Political Analysis (London:
Rout | edge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1968), 7.

%0 Carns, in Manwaring, 8.
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deter them from specific actions; intelligence and
targeting nay be nore difficult, but all these actors nost
i kely have sonething they hold as val uable that the United
States might threaten. As M chael Carns recomends, the
United States nust adopt a broad strategy of deterrence for
“t he Russian bear, Asian Dragons, and 1,000 snakes.”®! Al
targets of U S. deterrence strategy al so do not have to be
considered unitary actors; as Davis and Jenki ns suggest

about terrorist organizations, °

non-state actors m ght be
consi dered as systenms with nany conponent parts that m ght
be targeted individually. Simlarly, a detailed
understanding of a nation-state’s power bases and deci si on-
maki ng process m ght allow conponent parts, such as
mlitary | eadership, political parties, nmerchant elites, or
religious |eaders, to be the targets of U S. deterrent
t hreats.

Many schol ars agree that a central presunption in
deterrence is that the pledge of action is delivered only

t.%2 In

in response to the attack or action of the opponen
ot her words, under nore traditional concepts of deterrence,
the United States woul d pl edge action (for exanple, the
bombi ng of the opponent’s air bases) that would be executed
only after the United States had absorbed the initial
strikes of the eneny’s attack. Furthernore, the pending
action by the opponent is often assuned to be, if not
immnent (as in the case of inmediate deterrence), then
likely or inevitable (as in the case of general

deterrence). Art and Waltz frame deterrence as a nmeans to

prevent an attack that would cone in the absence of the

51 Ibid, 15.
52 pavis and Jenkins, Chapter 3.
53 Morgan, 21.
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deterrent threat.® Success in deterrence woul d be marked
by the opponent’s decision to not attack as well as the
absence of the pledged U S. attack. Under the present
conditions in which the United States is unwilling to take
t he chance that an attack simlar to the attacks of
Septenber 11 will come at all, the United States seeks to
deter not only attacks that would cone in the absence of
deterrence, based on a know edge of the opponent’s
intentions, but also attacks that m ght conme, based only on
the capability of the opponent. A U S. attack on an
opponent due to the opponent’s possession of a threatening
capability, such as WWD, neets a definition of preventive
war: “[Preventive war] is a calculated attenpt by [the
United States] to destroy country B's mlitary forces, not
because B has aggressed but because B m ght aggress and

m ght use its weapons” (enphasis added).® However, under a
new U.S. concept of deterrence, the above-described
preventive war could sinply represent the consequences of a
deterrence failure in which the United States specifically
informed country B that it would be attacked if it acquired
speci fi ed weapons, such as WWD.

In sum various scholars have put limts on the
definition of deterrence for ease of study and clarity of
comuni cation, but the conception of deterrence that
provides the United States with the nost flexibility in
confronting a wide variety of threats froma w de variety
of actors should be very broad and consider the follow ng:

= Considering today’'s threat environment and the
t echnol ogi cal advances of conventional weaponry,

R J. Art and K. N. Waltz, The Use of Force (Boston: Little, Brown,
1971), 6.
% Jones, 22.
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nucl ear deterrence should not be considered a strategy
separate from other deterrence. Nuclear weapons have
a place on a continuumof U S. force to be used in
deterrence failures, and sone conventional weaponry

m ght have the effect of being just as fearful or

puni shing as excl usively nucl ear weapons were in the
past. O course, considering the taboo on the use of
nucl ear weapons both anong the U S. population and in
the international arena, their use in deterrence
failures nmust be carefully weighed to ensure that the
benefits of use are greater than the costs.

Any U.S. pledge of action in response to an
undesirabl e activity of an opponent constitutes a
deterrent effort. The U S. pledge of action could
entail the leveraging of mlitary, diplonmatic,
political, econom c or informational power in the form
of a punishment, instrunent of denial, or reward. The
undesirabl e activity of an opponent could be a
conventional or nuclear mlitary attack, terrorist
attack, or WWD attack, but it need not be an attack at
all; the undesirable activity could be anything
identified by the United States as undesirable, such
as acquisition of WVD or the precursor material s,
providing financial or materiel support for

terrorists, or engaging in the training of terrorists.
Nat i on-states need not be the only opponents targeted
through U S. deterrence efforts.

U. S. adversaries mght be targeted for deterrence as
unitary actors, or the conponent parts of the actors’

“systenmi m ght be targeted individually.
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= The necessity of executing the action pledged by the
United States constitutes a deterrence failure. The
action pledged is executed in response to a failure to
conply with the U S. wll. The United States is
responsi ble for defining its will to its opponent in
advance. The U.S. wll in a deterrence situation need
not be limted to a desire to not be attacked by its
opponent; the U S. will mght be tolimt its
opponent’s capabilities by ensuring its opponent does
not possess the precursor materials for WND.
= AUS action that m ght be |abel ed preenption or
preventive war can represent a deterrence failure, but
only if the pledge of the “preenptive” attack had been
communi cated in advance and tied to a particul ar
behavi or of the opponent.
C. THE COMPANI ON STRATEGY OF COMPELLENCE
The primary threats identified in the NSS are
terrorismand WWD. The United States seeks to influence
t he gl obal security environment in such a way as to renove
these threats. The new strategy of deterrence m ght be
effective in preventing opponents fromacquiring WD, from
supporting terrorismand frompracticing terrorism but
deterrence cannot prevent sonething that has already
happened; several actors today possess WWD or the precursor
mat eri als, and several actors today support terrorism
Reversing a state’s action requires conpellence.
Deterrence is basically a passive strategy. Action is
only executed by the United States if deterrence fails.
The initiative lies with the opponent;®°® it deci des whether
or not to act. Conpellence is an active strategy. The

%€ Schel ling, 70.
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concept m ght be represented as, “until you do A, the
United States will continue to do B,” or as, “unless you do
A by ny deadline, | will do B.”° Conpellence requires that
the initiative lie with the United States; the United
States decides to act to induce a change of behavior in an
opponent. Wiile the United States could be bluffing when
i ssuing pl edges of action to an opponent in a deterrence
situation, the sincerity and commtnent of the United
States is nore evident in conpell ence because the United
States has to be the first to act, and in order for the
action to succeed in conpelling the opponent, the action
presunmabl y cannot cease until the opponent responds.

Conmpel I ence, like deterrence, requires at |east a
degree of rationality in an opponent in that it is expected
to weigh the costs and benefits of continuing a particul ar
behavior. The United States seeks to persuade its opponent
to conclude that, faced with the prospect of enduring the
U.S. action directed against it, the value of abandoning a
course of action is greater than the value of continuing a
course of action. Also as in deterrence, the “sonething”
that is targeted in conpell ence nust be valuable to the
opponent, actors other than nation-states can be the
opponents targeted for conpellence, the opponents do not
have to be targeted as unitary actors, and the action taken
by the United States does not necessarily have to involve
the use of mlitary force.

Wil e there are many chal |l enges and potential pitfalls
involved in practicing deterrence, conpellence is
consi dered nuch nore difficult to achieve because of the

psychol ogi cal and political costs of reversing an “attack;”

57 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 14.
%8 schel l'ing, 70-72.
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it is presuned to be nmuch easier to live without a
desirable thing than it is to surrender that thing.?>°

D. | NTEGRATI NG THE NEW CONCEPT OF DETERRENCE | NTO THE
NATI ONAL SECURI TY STRATEGY
The Bush adm ni stration has taken the stance that

deterrence wll not be effective in neeting all the
chal | enges of today’'s security environnent. Even within
the confines of the nore predictable, bipolar security
environnment of the Cold War, it is worth noting that the
nore traditional concepts of deterrence were admttedly far
fromable to guarantee success. Even with today’s
expansion in variety of threats and potentially threatening
actors, however, deterrence mght serve as one effective
strategy for securing U S. interests in many cases.

The reconmended broadened conception of deterrence
allows the United States to confront, through deterrence, a
wi de spectrum of opponents, from | ong-established nation-
states to shadowy terrorist organizations, that m ght
threaten the United States via a wi de spectrum of harm
froma nuclear attack to a nore limted asymetric strike
of a perhaps never before experienced nature. The new U. S
concept of deterrence includes deterrence by puni shnent,
deterrence by denial, and positive deterrence. Due to the
percei ved necessity of reversing sone existing threats,
conpel | ence, a conpani on strategy of coercion, should be
enpl oyed along with deterrence. The United States m ght
enploy mlitary, economc, diplomatic, political or
i nformati onal power as its pledged coercive action to
i nfluence its opponents.

The broadened concept of deterrence al so accommbdat es
the Bush adm nistration’s apparent bias for action in

59 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 14.
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neeting threats before the United States absorbs additional
catastrophic attacks of the caliber of the attacks of
Sept enber 11. Preventive war and preenption remain
concepts distinct fromdeterrence, but the U S
construction of a series of diplomatic tripwires allows the
actions involved in preventive war and preenption to be
used as deterrent threats to potential adversaries. The
deterrence rel ationshi p does not change due to a threat of
preventive war, only the opponent’s contingent action
changes. The “line in the sand” has been redrawn closer to
t he opponent than to the United States; the deterrence
situation is still represented by “if you do A the United
States will do B,” but today the United States has
conmuni cated that A may now be defined as the acquisition
of a capability (for exanple) rather than as an attack on
the United States.

The NSS was published a year after the QDR but the
Q@R is still a supporting docunent to the NSS. As a
national strategy, deterrence is not practiced by the
Department of Defense; it is practiced by the nation. The
Depart ment of Defense has set defense policy goals for
itself, which facilitate the practice of deterrence, and is
formul ati ng the concept of “deter forward,” but the
Department of Defense is only a deterrent tool. Defense
policy serves the national strategy. “Success in
deterrence cannot be reduced to buying nore, or better,
mlitary forces, to superior intelligence, to genius in
command, to conpetence in logistics,”® but all these
Depart ment of Defense capabilities and activities set the

condi tions of understanding U S. opponents and | endi ng

8 Gay, in Manwaring, 21.
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credibility to U S. threats which are essential for
successful deterrence. Furthernore, the Departnent of
Def ense m ght set “deterrence” as a goal, but it nust be
recogni zed that “we do not just deter; rather, we deter
sonmeone from doi ng sonething.” As such, the NSS, not the
DR, should be viewed as the primry docunent to understand
the U S. strategy of deterrence.

The United States will be well served by working under
a very broad concept of deterrence, but the establishnment
of a deterrent relationship with an opponent is reliant on
clearly communi cated, credible, contingent pledges of
action, not just on the forward presence of armed forces.
Recent events have proven that the U S. maintenance of the
nost powerful mlitary in the world does not serve as a
deterrent in itself. The identification of the nethods by
whi ch the new strategy of deterrence should be enpl oyed
will bring to light the nunerous chall enges inherent in any
strategy of deterrence, but nore particularly, the
chal | enges of confronting a wide variety of actors in
today’s security environment. An exam nation of the
essential elenments in deterrence of know edge of the
opponent, identification of what to target, determ nation
of the best neans of targeting it, clear conmunication of
the threat across cultural barriers, possession of the
capability, and conveyance of credibility will show the
significant obstacles that the United States nust overcone
in inmplementing the new concept of deterrence successfully
and will validate the Bush adm nistration’s concern that
deterrence cannot always work in today’s security

envi ronnent .
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CHAPTER | V. CHALLENGES FOR | MPLEMENTI NG A NEW
CONCEPT OF DETERRENCE

Deterrence is by no neans a fool proof strategy. It is
even extrenely difficult to identify historic cases of
deterrence failures or successes because the political and
strategic dynam cs that cause a state to follow a
particul ar course of action cannot be accurately assessed
in the absence of testinmony fromthe decision nakers.
Wthout turning to interviews, speeches or nenpirs (which
may or nmay not be truthful or conplete) to determ ne the
t hought process of decision nakers, the assessed reason
that a state backed down or continued with a planned attack
when faced with a deterrent threat may |ikely be
i naccurate. For exanple, it is nearly inpossible to
determine if in October 1994, Iraq’s failure to attack
Kuwai t can be considered a deterrence success on the part
of the United States, which depl oyed troops in response to
| ragi massing of troops in southern Iraq under QOperation
Vigilant Warrior, or if Iraq never intended to attack
Kuwait in the first place, making the U S. deterrent threat
irrelevant, or if Saddam Hussein's decision not to attack
Kuwait was made with al nost no regard for the U S
deterrent threat. Because deterrence is a difficult
subject to study, there is no forrmula for assured success.
However, an exam nation of interstate rel ations suggests
that particular challenges face the United States in its
attenpt to persuade others to avoid activities that m ght
threaten U.S. interests.

A | NTELLI GENCE

The strategic concept of “deter forward” includes an

enphasis on intelligence capabilities that is absolutely
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vital to successful deterrence. The goal of intelligence
needs to be much broader than the stated focus on
“adversaries’ intentions, plans, strengths, and
weaknesses”® however. In addition to information about
strengt hs and weaknesses of all elenents of an opponent’s
nati onal power and how it mght enploy it, intelligence
about the opponent nust include an intimte, w de-spanning
under st andi ng of the opponent’s culture, deci sion-making
process and val ue structure.® This understanding all ows
U.S. policy makers to choose the right target for
deterrence, to predict what policy options will be viable
for the opponent, to grasp how the opponent wll calcul ate

3 and to realize that while the

its costs versus benefits,?®
opponent’ s deci sion making may be rational, its goals m ght
seem conpl etely unrealizable.

1. Capabilities versus Intentions

Havi ng focus on an opponent’s intentions nore than on
its capabilities is inportant for the United States
deterrence effort. A consideration of only an opponent’s
capabilities can lead to a situation in which all foreign
mlitaries are viewed as threats by the United States. An
acknow edgenent of the inportance of intentions allows the
United States to relieve itself of the burden of planning
for a mlitary confrontati on with non-aggressive states
that have significant mlitary capabilities such as G eat
Britain, for exanple. Intelligence gathering on intentions
of potential foes gives policy nmakers a better
understanding of its opponents so that they are able to

det erm ne whi ch opponents constitute realistic threats.

L DR, 12.
62 Colin S. Gray, Maintaining Effective Deterrence (Carlisle: US. Arny

War College Strategic Studies Institute, 2003), 30.
6 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 12.
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The United States has not yet noved away fromits
focus on national capabilities that dom nated the
deterrence equation during the Cold War. As outlined in
Chapter 11, the QDR states that the United States intends
to ensure that it remains free fromany future mlitary

conpetition.®

While this defense policy goal will help
serve to guarantee U. S. security through periods of
uncertain political tide changes for the foreseeable
future, it focuses on the capabilities, not intentions, of
friends and foes alike. Defense planning that ensures the
i ndefinite dom nance of the U S. mlitary as a stand-al one
force has the effect of serving as an instrunent of
deterrence by denial, but it also has the potential effect
of instilling fear in countries which, in the absence of a
domnating U S. mlitary, mght not view the United States
as a foe. Potentially benign state actors, instead of
seeing the United States as a country which is only trying
to benevolently safeguard its global interests, mght view
the U S mlitary dom nance of the international arena as a
direct threat to their own national interests; a potenti al
result is a mlitary escal ation, described well by Robert
Jervis or Charles L. daser, as the spiral nodel.® The

mai nt enance of a globally deploying, peerless U S mlitary
can cause insecurity in states that otherw se m ght have no
di spute with the United States; out of insecurity in the
face of a regionally intrusive U S. mlitary, a potenti al

foe may feel the need to build up its own defenses, an

6 QDR, 12.

% For a thorough treatment of the spiral nodel, see Robert Jervis,
Perception and M sperception in International Politics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1976); and Charles L. 3 aser, “Political
Consequences of MIlitary Strategy: Expanding and Refining the Spiral
and Deterrence Models,” Wrld Politics 44 (July 1992): 497-538.
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activity which the United States will view as threatening
and aggressive, causing the United States to becone
confrontational, causing the potential foe to grow
confrontational in turn, et cetera. 1In effect, the foe's
attenpt to decrease its insecurity as a result of the
perceived threat of the U S mlitary may actually drive it
to acquire WD to nmake it less vulnerable. It is very
i mportant, therefore, that in deciding to follow a strategy
of deterrence, the United States ensures that not only does
its targeted foe possess the capabilities to harmU. S.
interests, but it also possesses the intentions. U S.
intelligence would al so be useful if it can determ ne
whet her any ill intentions of an adversary m ght solely be
the result of the adversary’'s insecurity in the face of
U.S. capabilities or policies.

Addi tionally, according to the NSS, the Bush
adm ni stration views the acquisition of WWD or WWD
precursor materials by potential foes as threats to U S.
national security. As such, the Bush adm nistration is
agai n focusing on capabilities rather than on intentions.
VWiile there is no denying that in the hands of nalicious
parties, WWD could be used for catastrophic effects agai nst
US. targets, the effort to deter all states from acquiring
WWD i s enornmous and necessarily rather unfocused in terms
of the deterrence of a particular target with a particul ar
threat. GCeneral deterrence m ght be enpl oyed as a
strategy, but since the U S. concern centers on a
capability rather than an intention or action, that general
deterrent threat will alnost certainly |ack consistency of
response by the United States, degrading the credibility of
the threat. For exanple, the United States (perhaps

under st andably) had a different response to North Korea’s
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nucl ear programduring the last year than it did for Iraq’ s
suspected chem cal and bi ol ogi cal weapons progranms. This
i nconsi stency may be viewed by other WWD-seeking states as
a lack of conmtnent to its pledge to prevent WD
proliferation. The North Korea case may al so | ead weaker
states to conclude that by acquiring WWD, they also acquire
di pl omatic strength or bargaining power. The seeking of
WWD by weaker states m ght even be considered to have the
deterrent effect of restraining the options of the United
States; the nore frightening a threat (WD enpl oynent
against the United States), the less credible the threat
needs to be.® The United States is putting itself into a
position in which it is commtted to expending a | ot of
effort and treasure to di scover the possible existence of
WWD anywhere; any international actor has the ability to
cause the United States to needl essly expend its resources
by suggesting that it mght be interested in acquiring WHD.

2. Custom zing Deterrent Threats

Consi dering the countless differences between the many
potential U S. adversaries, general deterrent threats wll
not be as effective as specific threats to specific
targets. U S intelligence needs to focus on gaining an
i nti mate understandi ng of adversaries such that policy
makers will be able to customize U S. deterrent threats.
Each target of deterrence will have sonething that it holds
dear, and determ ning what that thing is takes know edge of
the adversary’s culture, the | eaders’ psychol ogy and val ue
structure, and the conposition of and pressures upon the
deci si on maki ng body or i ndividual.

The United States nmust not assune that in acting

rationally the decision makers of other states will arrive

66 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 20.
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at the same conclusions as an American who m ght wei gh
costs and benefits when faced with the sane deterrence
situation. Understanding of culture and values can help to
appropriately target an adversary. For exanple, in
fighting the Japanese during Wrld War |1, it was vital

that U S. planners understood that those who adhered to the
code of Bushi do val ued honor above survival; |ikew se, it
was unfortunate that President Bush described the War on
Terrorismas a crusade w thout appreciation for the nenory
that termcan invoke in Mislins.

Under st andi ng of the opposing | eaders’ values is
simlarly inmportant and should be a target of intelligence.
Rati onal decision-making requires that the adversary weigh
the costs and benefits of a particular course of action
bef ore making a decision on whether acting or not acting is
inits best interest. However, no two parties weigh costs
and benefits in the same way. U.S. intelligence needs to
provide information that will lead to an understandi ng of
an opponent’s value structure so that U S. policy nmakers
can choose the nost appropriate target for a deterrent
threat. For exanple, many | eaders m ght value their
ability to remain in power nore than the well-being of
their citizenries; if that is the case, then econom c
sanctions m ght not be appropriate as deterrent threats to
these adversaries if their |eaders are confident that
econom ¢ discontent will not lead to their renmoval from
power .

When fornulating a strategy of deterrence, it is also
i mportant to have an understandi ng of exactly how deci sions
are made by the U S. adversary. Popular opinion within the
adversary’s state m ght serve as an excellent pressure

point for sonme, and exerting U. S. influence anong
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opposition political parties mght prove effective with
others. Simlarly, US. policy nakers need to understand
exactly who nakes decisions in an opponent’s state in order
to effectively nake a deterrent threat. As exanples,
Iran’s nmultifaceted power structure often makes it uncl ear
who speaks on behal f of the state, and since the death of
Syrian President Hafiz al-Asad, it is debatable how nmuch
deci sion meking authority actually lies in the hands of his
son, the current President.

3. Reliability of Intelligence

The decision to invade Iraq in March 2003 has been the
subj ect of nmuch debate. Qpponents of the decision have
pointed to the U S. mlitary's inability to |ocate WWD to
date. QOpponents al so suggest that while Irag m ght have
possessed sone capabilities to inflict harmupon U S
interests, there was no firmevidence that Iraq had any
intention of attacking U S. interests directly or through
cooperation with non-state actors. Regardless of what
light the separation of years wll have on historians’
perspectives on the decision to invade, it is clear that
the decision to invade, which m ght be considered the
result of a deterrence failure as argued in Chapter V, was
the culmnation of U S. strategy toward Irag and was
heavily influenced by the intelligence that U S. policy
makers had at their disposal. Since that intelligence has
been called into question to date, policy nmakers shoul d be
awar e that the aggressiveness of the new concept of
deterrence requires that the U S. intelligence effort be
consistently intense and that the accuracy of intelligence
is essential not only for effective deterrence, but also
for the suitable infliction of punishnent upon a deterrence

failure.
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B. REQUI REMENTS OF THE UNI TED STATES

1. Capability

There can be little dispute that the arned forces of
the United States are the best equipped and trained in the
world. Likew se, the United States can | everage anong the
worl d’ s nost influential economc, political, informational
and di plomatic powers against its foes. Especially if not
conmitted in other contests, the United States has no
probl emin convinci ng woul d-be adversaries that it
possesses the capability to inflict harm However, as
el enents of the U S. mlitary are deployed for various
comm tnents around the world, the credibility of the United
States reacting to several nore deterrence failures or
ot her conflicts sinultaneously begins to wane. U. S. policy
makers need to be aware that the credibility of deterrent
threats m ght increase due to the United States foll ow ng
through with the deterrent threats it had nade (agai nst
Iraq, for exanple), but with each deterrence failure in
qui ck succession, the credibility of U S. capabilities
m ght decrease due to over-commitnent.® By the sane token
the comm tnent of other elenments of national power in
response to deterrence threats al so can decrease in
credibility with a series of several deterrence fail ures;
Congress might object to conmitting nore noney overseas, or
t he aggressiveness of U S. actions mght cause it to | ose
sorme di plomatic influence anong its allies.

2. Conmuni cat i on

In a strategy of deterrence, comrunication with the
U.S. opponent is essential. The U S. adversary cannot be

expected to restrain itself in a deterrence situation if

67 George and Snoke, 555.

40



the threats are not clearly conmuni cated across cul tural
barriers.® The clarity of conmunication |ends credibility
to the threat.® In the absence of clear threats to
opponents, the infliction of U S. punishnments in deterrence
failures m ght nmake the U. S. punishnments appear erratic and
cause ot her adversaries to adopt highly defensive postures
agai nst perceived random unpredictable U S. use of force.
A possible problemwi th current U S. deterrence efforts is
that the deterrent threat is often conmmunicated in |anguage
simlar to “grave consequences.” In the absence of
specific threats to adversaries, the adversaries are forced
to infer the consequences of their actions based on U S.
mlitary capabilities or past U.S. actions.”® In sonme
cases, the inference drawmn m ght be good for U S.
deterrence efforts, as in the case of reflection on the

i nvasion of Iraqgq, but in other cases, the inferences m ght
be drawn fromless fearsone U S. action, such as the U S.

w thdrawal from Somalia. Equally as inportant as the clear
communi cation of threats is the communication of U. S.
concerns, notivations, conmtment and intentions.’ Just as
in the case of vague threats, a U S. failure to communicate
exactly what it plans to defend, to what extent and why

| eaves the opponent to infer U S interests and

conmmi t nent . ’?

Wil e the Bush adm nistration has been fairly
clear in communicating the types of behavior it will not
tolerate, U S. concerns, commtnment and intentions m ght
still appear uncertain; for exanple, the United States

pl edges to fight terrorist organizations and stop the

68 Carns, in Manwaring, 9.
8 Morgan, 85-86.

° | pid, 21.
"t George and Snoke, 52-53.
2 | bid, 565.
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proliferation of WWD, but it has not responded with
puni shrent for the Liberation Tigers of Tam| Eelamin Sr
Lanka or for North Korea.

Since the success of deterrence depends upon the
opponent’s rational decision that not acting is nore
beneficial or less costly than acting, it is also inportant
that the United States conmmuni cate assurances that if its
opponent behaves agreeably, then the threatened puni shnment
will be withheld. The United States has done a poor job
since Septenber 11 in assuring its would-be foes that it
will wthhold punishnment if its opponents fail to act. For
exanpl e, anong other things, the United States objects to
Iran’s suspected pursuit of nuclear weapons and support for
terrorist activity of Hezbollah; however, the United States
has given Iran no reason to believe that if it sincerely
renounced or stopped the offending activities that the
United States would end econom ¢ sanctions or cease its
support for Ilranian opposition novenents that aimto
overthrow the Iranian governnment. Iran, therefore, has
l[ittle incentive to alter its behavior in ternms of its
relations with the United States. Likew se, although the
U S. strategy toward terrorist organizations m ght best be
descri bed as conpel |l ence instead of deterrence, the
terrorist organi zations should have little confidence that
if they conpletely end all terrorist activities then they
will be allowed to exist as social or political
organi zations by the United States. If a U S. foe
determines it will be punished regardl ess of what course of
action it adopts, then it will pursue a beneficial

activity, regardless of the U S. deterrent threat;

42



deterrence beconmes neani ngl ess wi thout assurance that the
threat will be wi thheld under certain circunstances. '

3. Puni shment s

In the case of deterrence failures, the United States
nmust be prepared to follow through on its threats of
puni shment. The nore severe the punishnment, the nore
effective the deterrence failure will be in aiding future
extended deterrence. Robert J. Art points out that one of
t he possi ble reasons for the frequent failure of coercive
di plonacy is that the violence inflicted on the U S.
opponent is not harnful enough to cause the opponent to
change its policies.”™ Simlarly in deterrence, the
opponent mnmust be made to feel that it has sonething
substantial to |ose. Wen offering | esser threats, the
United States runs the risk that sone opponents m ght even
wel cone a limted anount of punishment in order to gather
anti-U S. support around themor to drive a wedge between
the United States and its allies.

As argued in Chapter Il, due to the nature of
deterrence within the NSS, deterrence failures could result
frominstances short of an attack on the United States or
on U S. interests, and the punishnents inflicted as a
result of those deterrence failures could take the form of
attacks that could be described as preenptive or
preventive. This situation puts the United States in a

position that m ght easily be described as that of an

" For a nore detailed presentation of the benefits of assurances in
deterrence, see James W Davis, Jr., Threats and Prom ses: The Pursuit
of International Influence (Baltinore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2000).

" For an evaluation of U S. efforts at “coercive diplomacy” since 1990,
see Robert J. Art and Patrick M Cronin, eds., The United States and
Coercive Di pl omacy (Washington, DC. United States Institute of Peace
Press, 2003).
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aggressor state. For exanple, there are many Anericans who
opposed the invasion of Iraq because they did not identify
Irag as a threat to the United States, and many actors in
the international arena agreed. Wthin the framework of
t he new concept of deterrence as exercised under the NSS,
the United States stands the chance of exercising other
mlitary attacks as a result of deterrence failures that
wi |l not be caused by any attacks upon U S. interests or by
evi dence of inmnent attacks on U S. interests; the
acqui sition of WWD by a woul d-be foe m ght be enough for
the United States to respond with an attack. The
willingness to use force to destroy threats that are not
yet fully fornmed may be a difficult concept for Americans
to accept, but U S. deterrence under the guidelines of the
NSS requires that the United States be wlling to effect
t hese puni shnents. Anericans may tend to object to U S
attacks in response to less than fully formed threats
because they have been conditioned through the presentation
of their history to believe that the U S mlitary is
enpl oyed only in the direct defense of the United States or
in defense of a righteous cause. Additionally, a national
security strategy, in which the United States is so willing
to use force, may have the effect of blurring the
di stinction between war and deterrence.’” Since
Septenber 11, U. S. deterrent threats and actions have
focused largely on mlitary engagenents, but it would be
useful if the policy makers include non-mlitary
puni shments as threats as well.
C. OPPONENTS' PERCEPTI ONS AND THE U. S. REPUTATI ON

U.S. behavior in one deterrence situation or challenge

is scrutinized by all potential foes. The credibility of

| thank Dr. Jeff Knopf for this observation.
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the United States inflicting punishment may be | ow due to
nunerous instances fromthe [ast two decades in which the
United States was attacked but did not respond forcefully.
As exanpl es, the bonmbing of the U S enbassy and Mari ne
barracks in Beirut in 1983, the killing of U S. soldiers in
Somalia in 1993, the bonbing of the Khobar Towers in 1996,
t he bonbing of U S. enbassies in Kenya and Tanzania in
1998, and the attack on the USS Cole in 2000 all resulted
in US wthdrawals or very limted reprisals. As a
result, it is not unreasonable to conclude that foes of the
United States mght not believe that the United States w |l
respond with force as a result of deterrence failures in
the future. The U S. decisions for mlitary action in
Af ghani stan and Iraq m ght serve to enhance the U. S.
reputation for using force and serve as a deterrent to
ot her states, ’® but the reactive nature of these actions in
the wake of the attacks of Septenber 11 m ght just as
easily lead U S. adversaries to conclude that the current
US mlitary action is an exception to the general rule of
i naction, spurned by the extraordinary circunstances of the
Septenber 11 attacks. Persistence in punishnment for
deterrence failures in the foreseeable future is required
to establish the credibility of the U S. threat and its
resolve in opposing terrorismand the proliferation of
VWD. 77

The U. S. denonstration of resolve in Irag does not
necessarily |l ead other potential foes to conclude that the
United States will act simlarly in the future. As a
denocracy, the United States bears the heavy burden of

public opinion influencing its freedomof action. As

6 Johnson, Mueller and Taft, 17.
7 1bid, 21.
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operations in Iraq continue to produce U S. casualties and
cost billions of dollars, Americans who were originally
opposed to the invasion mght be joined by others who | ack
the patience to see the rebuilding of Iraq through to its
conclusion. The prospect of engagi ng anot her foe under
simlar circunstances in the near termwll likely elicit
little support fromthe Anerican public. Negative public
opinion in response to an elected official’s threat to
inflict punishnment in a deterrence situation detracts from
the credibility of that threat; the U S. cost of inflicting
puni shment (in reputation anong its allies, in billions of
dollars, in the further commtnent of a busy mlitary, and
in a lack of popular American support) as a result of a
deterrence failure is considered by U S. adversaries in
assessing the credibility of U S. threats.’® For exanple, a
U.S. threat to invade an opponent’s state made during the
fall of 2003 mi ght not be viewed as very credible to the
opponent; it seens unlikely that President Bush would
willingly coomit the US. mlitary to an additional
canpai gn while facing sone Anerican opposition to current
canpaigns in an election year unless vital U S. interests
were directly threatened. Conversely, if a U S. president
delivered the U S. threat in such a way as to stake his
political career on delivering the punishnment in the case
of a deterrence failure, the threat’s credibility

i ncreases; there would be high costs for U S policy nakers

if they did not effect the punishment.

® Morgan, 94.
 |bid, 115.
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CHAPTER V. DETERRENCE FAI LURE: | RAQ 2001-2003

A POST- GULF WAR DETERRENCE SI TUATI ON

On March 20, 2003 the arnmed forces of the United
States began a deliberate attack into the sovereign
territory of Irag. This action m ght be considered the
culmnation of the 1991 Gulf War, continued through
OPERATI ON NORTHERN WATCH and OPERATI ON SOUTHERN WATCH
t hroughout the 1990s and into the 21° century; or it might
be considered the failure of an ongoing U S. policy of
coercive diplonmacy; or it mght be considered the neasured
elimnation of an eneny with whomthe United States had
irreconcil able differences. For the purpose of this study,
the invasion of Iraq is framed as a deterrence failure.
While it mght be argued that the nature of the U S.
demands on Iraq m ght nmake the relationship better
characteri zed as conpel |l ence, that conpellence, in the form
of demands for disarmanent and the admittance of United
Nations (UN) weapons inspectors, was required as a result
of the intrusive parameters set by the United States on its
new deterrence situation with Iraq after Septenber 11
2001. The Iraqgi case is instructive in that it
denonstrates the forward-I|eaning practice of the new
concept of deterrence, which may be required in future
cases dealing with an opponent’s acquisition of WWD, as
opposed to the nore traditional, passive practice of
det errence.

US relations with Irag can be considered to have
been rel atively hostile since the end of the Gulf War. The
12 years that el apsed between the end of OPERATI ON DESERT
STORM and t he begi nni ng of OPERATI ON | RAQ FREEDOM m ght be
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framed as a period in which the United States practiced a
strategy of deterrence against Iraq. The United States,
nostly through the fornmalities of UNSCRs, presented an
expl anation of behaviors that the United States considered
unaccept abl e, such as unauthorized activity in the northern
and southern no-fly zones. The United States offered a
threat of mlitary retaliation for violations of these
unaccept abl e behaviors. The United States denonstrated its
intent and resolve by forward deploying mlitary forces
within rapid striking distance of Iraq. Upon violations of
unaccept abl e behavior, or deterrence failures, the United
States delivered the punishnent that was promised in the
event of Iragi violations. |In nost cases, the puni shnent
inflicted by the United States was not answered by any
Iraqi retaliation, so state-level relations reverted back
to a nearly identical deterrence situation. This cycle was
repeated nunmerous tines during the first 10 years of
hostility with few cases of escal ated viol ence or tension
between the United States and Iraq. The relationship
between the United States and Iraq was one of traditional
deterrence; the United States punished Iraqg generally only
in cases in which Iraq displayed hostile, mlitary behavior
that the United States had specifically forbid.

After the terrorist attacks of Septenber 11, 2001 and
t he publication of the 2001 QDR, the U. S. conception of
deterrence changed. The cycle of Iraqgi violation, US.
puni shrrent, lack of Iraqi retaliation, and return to U. S.
readi ness continued, but the tenor of the deterrence
situation began to change. Over tinme, the United States
deci ded that the 1990s’ deterrence framework needed to
evolve in response to a new U. S. geopolitical outlook. The

Bush adm ni stration perceived that the United States was
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threatened by a WWD attack, delivered by uncertain state or
non-state actors. |In the case of Irag, the United States
and the UN had constructed a “box” within which Iraqi
behavi or woul d be restrai ned after OPERATI ON DESERT STORM
activity within the box was acceptable to the United
States, and activity outside the box was unacceptable to
the United States. For exanple, lraqi activity in the no-
fly zones was outside the box; lIraqi harboring of the
Muj ahedi n-e Khal g was wi thin the box.
B. PARAMETERS OF THE NEW DETERRENCE SI TUATI ON

Beginning in late 2001, the United States began
redesigning a smaller box for Iraqi behavior. This new box
woul d be used as the nmeasure by which the United States
determned if Iraq was successfully deterred or if Iraq was
due a punishnment. However, while the new U. S. concept of
deterrence, itself, was not necessarily faulty, there were
several problens with the conduct of deterrence on the part
of the United States that suggest there was little chance
for a strategy of deterrence to work against Iraq after
Septenber 2001. First, the United States was slow in
clearly communi cati ng what behavior it expected Iraqg to
avoid, and the U S. expectations evol ved over the course of
the 18 nont hs between Septenber 11, 2001 and the invasion
of Iraq. The United States did not conmunicate a specific
threat to Iraq describing the consequences of failing to be
deterred until a few nmonths before the invasion. U S.
resolve was difficult to ascertain due to nore than a
decade of hostile U S. rhetoric and relatively nodest U S.
action. U S credibility was called into question because
it displayed a necessity to work with the international
community and because its policy toward North Korea’s

nucl ear program denonstrated a | ack of consistency.
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Finally, the United States gave no assurance that if Iraq’ s
behavi or conplied with the desires of the United States, it
woul d not be attacked.

1. Conmuni cati on of the Deterrence Situation

Prior to Septenber 2001, the United States publicly
supported external Iragi opposition novenents, it publicly
supported insurgent activity of Iraqgi Kurds, it publicly
menti oned the desirability of reginme change in Iraqg since
at least 1998,% and it regularly attacked Iraqi defenses
that directly or indirectly endangered U. S. air operations
over lraq. However, while it was clear to Iraq that the
United States did not approve of Irag s governnment in
general, the specific threats of US. mlitary action and
instances in which mlitary action was delivered were
l[imted to responses to Iraqi violations of a relatively
clear cut set of guidelines, laid out in UNSCRs. The
guestion of Iraqgi possession of WWD was not central to U S.
mlitary activity in and around Iraq. The UN weapons
i nspection teamleft Iraq in 1998, and the United States
| aunched OPERATI ON DESERT FOX, seem ngly as a puni shnent
for Irag violating its agreenent to all ow i nspections under
UNSRC 687. However, after the U S. attack, no further U S.
action was taken, yet Iraq did not revert back to its
adherence of its agreenment to allow inspections; Iraq
stepped outside its box, and it failed to get back within
its box after the U S. punishnent, yet the United States
allowed this behavior. From 1998 to 2001, the United
States m ght have inplenented a strategy of conpellence to

force Irag to accept weapons inspections, but instead, Iraq

8 U.S. Senate and House of Representatives, Iraq Liberation Act of 1998
(January 27, 1998), Section 3 <http://thomas.| oc.gov/cgi-bin/
query/ D?c105: 4: ./ tenmp/ ~c105xM\Br O. : > Accessed Decenber 12, 2003.
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enjoyed a victory in sustaining a U S. punishnent but
gai ning freedom of action.

In the fall of 2001, the United States entered into a
new deterrence situation with lraq. After sustaining the
attacks of Septenber 11, the Bush adm nistration was struck
by the realization of the possibility of a WD attack on
the United States. The attitude of the Bush adm nistration
on the possession and acquisition of WVD by its foes and
potential foes was clearly expressed in the NSS a year
| ater, but in Septenber 2001, the inplied nessage to Iraq
was, “do not use your WWD against the United States or its
interests and do not proliferate your WD to third
parties.” A problemw th the deterrence situation during
fall 2001 was that the United States left its description
of unaccept abl e behavi or open to inference by Iraq and that
the United States did not comruni cate the consequences of
an lraqi decision to acquire nore WWD or to share WWD with
third parties (an actual Iraqi WWD attack would constitute
an act of war, so no communication of consequences was
necessary for that eventuality). A lack of clear
communi cation of U S. demands required that Iraq determ ne
what accept abl e behavi or was and what would be the likely
U.S. response to unacceptabl e behavi or.

The United States had perhaps di sapproved of
additional international parties acquiring WD until 2001,
but as argued in Chapter |1, the stance adopted by the Bush
adm nistration of not allow ng any anti-U. S. international
actors to use WWD or acquire or attenpt to acquire WD or
its precursor materials was clearly a change from previ ous
US. policy. A problemwth the new Iraqi deterrence
situation was that the U S. “conpellent” demand that Iraq

al | ow weapons inspectors back into its territory was not
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acconpani ed by the comruni cation that the United States had
changed its stance on the possession of WWD or the
comuni cation that the United States was willing to invade
lrag if Iraq did not give the United States indisputable
assurances that it did not possess WWD. The United States
redesigned Iraq’ s box such that Irag would not only be
prevented from possessing any WWD, but also that it nust
di sprove U.S. intelligence reports that concluded that Iraq
had WWD; due to the heavy reliance on intelligence in the
new deterrence situation, Iraq was presuned guilty until it
proved itself innocent. But, based on the previous, known
US. conplicity with Iraqi possession of WWD, Iragq had no
reason to conclude that its failure to disprove U S.
intelligence could |lead to war.

By way of contrast to the lack of clear U S
communi cation of its stance on Iraqi WWD, on Cctober 9,
2001, U.S. Anbassador to the UN, John Negroponte, inforned
his Iraqi counterpart that Irag would be attacked and
defeated if it tried to take advantage of U. S. distraction
with the war in Afghani stan and conduct mlitary action
against its neighbors.® Since the United States was not so
cl ear about its expectations and consequences for Iraq
concerning WWD, one of the first post-Septenber 11
inferences on U.S. intent for Iraq canme fromlraqgi Deputy
Prime Mnister Tariq ‘Aziz who stated on Cctober 28, 2001
that he was aware that it was only a matter of tinme before
lrag was attacked by the United States as part of the war
on terrorism?® Similar statements from* Azi z and Saddam

Hussein, particularly concerning the readi ness of the lraqi

8 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Iraq,” The Mddl e East Journal 56
(Wnter 2002): 145.
8 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Iraq,” The Mddle East Journal 56
(Spring 2002): 310.
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people to repel the American invaders, can be found in
press rel eases fromthroughout the winter, spring and
sunmer of 2002; these statenents show that in the absence
of clear communi cation from Washi ngt on, Baghdad expected
t he worst possible punishment, but for an unspecified
behavior. The threat of invasion and regi ne change m ght
have seened to Iraq too drastic an endeavor for the United
States, particularly considering that U.S. rhetoric in 2001
and 2002 sounded very simlar to U.S. rhetoric during 1991-
2001; the lack of clear comunication about the shift in
the U S. perception of the WWD threat perhaps nmade the non-
specific U. S. addresses after Septenber 2001 unworthy of
serious consideration by Iraq.
The follow ng sanple of the U S. presentation of the
new deterrence situation shows its anmbiguity.
e President Bush on Novenber 26, 2001 urged Iraqg to

al l ow UN weapons inspections in order to prove that

| rag had no WWD, and he suggested that Irag m ght be

the next target of the war on terrorism?® however,

the |Iink between weapons inspections and war was not

clearly delivered.

* In his State of the Union Address of January 29,
2002, President Bush referenced Irag and WWD and
stated, “Anerica will do what is necessary to ensure
our nation's security.The United States of America
will not permt the world s nost dangerous regines
to threaten us with the world's nost destructive

weapons.”® Again, the United States expressed

8 |bid, 311.

8 The Wiite House, Ofice of the Press Secretary, The President's State
of the Union Address, The United States Capitol, Washington, D.C.,
January 29, 2002 <http://ww. whitehouse. gov/ news/rel eases/ 2002/ 01/
20020129-11. ht ml > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.
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concern over WWD, but it still had not clearly

conmuni cated the new deterrence situation

e Simlarly, on March 13, 2002, President Bush |eft
t he consequences of Iraqi defiance vague with his
statenment that “all options are on the table,” and
the requirenent for Iraq to disclose its weapons
information and allow inspectors into Irag was |eft
suggestive rather than inperative: “one thing I wll
not allowis a nation such as Iraq to threaten our
very future by devel opi ng weapons of mass
destruction. They've agreed not to have those
weapons; they ought to conformto their agreenent,
conply with their agreenent.”?®

The United States expended nost of its efforts during first

hal f of 2002 in nmaking an argument to nunerous states that

| rag posed a serious threat to the international community

and that its violations of UNSCRs warranted a strong

i nternational response. The Bush adm nistration repeatedly

stated that it would consult with other states prior to

taking any mlitary action against lIraq, but it never

presented the specific case(s) in which the United States

would find it necessary to act.

It was not until President Bush's Septenber 12, 2002
address to the UN General Assenbly that the United States
finally stated its specific demands of Iraqg, which
basically constituted a fornmal demand that Iraqg conply with
all provisions of UNSCRs 686, 687 and 688.

If all these steps are taken, it will signal a
new openness and accountability in lraq. And it

8 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Press Conference by
the President, The James S. Brady Briefing Room March 13, 2002

<htt p://ww. whi t ehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/ 2002/ 03/ 20020313- 8. ht i >
Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.
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coul d open the prospect of the United Nations

hel ping to build a governnent that represents al
Iragis -- a governnment based on respect for human
rights, economic liberty, and internationally
supervi sed el ections..the purposes of the United
States should not be doubted. The Security

Council resolutions will be enforced -- the just
demands of peace and security will be nmet -- or
action wll be unavoidable. And a regine that
has lost its legitimacy will also lose its
power . 86

The situation was franed as Irag nust conply with al
applicable UNSCRs or the United States will enforce the
UNSCRs with the result of regime change in Baghdad.
However, al nost as soon as the United States clearly stated
its desired Iragi behavior and its threat of punishnent in
the case of non-conpliance, the United States began to
change the paraneters of the situation. Even before

Presi dent Bush’s address to the UN General Assenbly, the
Bush adm nistration had indicated that a return to an

i nspections regi ne was unacceptabl e; on August 26, 2002

Vi ce President Cheney comrented on the futility of

i nspections in lraq:

Saddam has perfected the gane of cheat and
retreat, and is very skilled in the art of deni al
and deception. A return of inspectors would
provi de no assurance what soever of his conpliance
with UN resolutions. On the contrary, there is a
great danger that it would provide false confort
t hat Saddam was somehow "back in his box."?¥

Simlarly, President Bush stated on Septenber 14, 2002,

“Congress nust make it unm stakably clear that when it

8 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Remarks by the
President in Address to the United Nations CGeneral Assenbly, New York,
NY, Septenber 12, 2002 <http://ww. whit ehouse. gov/ news/

rel eases/ 2002/ 09/ 20020912- 1. ht m > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.

8 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Renmarks by the Vice
President to the Veterans of Foreign Wars 103rd Nati onal Convention,
August 26, 2002 <http://wwv. whitehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/ 2002/ 08/
20020826. ht M > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.
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conmes to confronting the growi ng danger posed by Iraq's
efforts to devel op or acquire weapons of mass destruction,

"8  Ppresident Bush

the status quo is totally unacceptabl e.
clarified his intent on Septenber 23, 2002 when he
expl ai ned that he wanted a UNSCR “which will allow freedom
| oving countries to di sarm Saddam Hussei n before he

t hreat ens hi s nei ghborhood, before he threatens freedom
before he threatens Anerica and before he threatens
civilization.”® By COctober 2, 2002, the demand on lragq
becanme clear: “Saddam nust disarm period. If, however, he
chooses to do otherwise, if he persists in his defiance,
the use of force may become unavoi dabl e. ” %

It had taken roughly one year for U.S. conmunications
to proceed froman inplication that “lrag nust not use WD
against the United States” (deterrence) to a demand that
“Iraqg nmust prove that it does not have WVD' (conpellence in
support of deterrence) to the inperative that “lraq nust
di sarnt (conpellence). Before the beginning of OPERATI ON
| RAQ FREEDOM al nost six nonths later, the U S. stance had
evol ved even further froma demand that Iraq could
understand and conply with regardi ng weapons to the final

U. S. denmand that Saddam Hussein and his sons nust | eave

8 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Radio Address by the
President to the Nation, Septenber 14, 2002 <http://ww. whitehouse. gov/
news/ r el eases/ 2002/ 09/ 20020914. ht m > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.

8 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, “President Bush Calls
on Congress to Act on Nation's Priorities,” Arny National CGuard

Avi ation Support Facility, Trenton, NJ, Septenber 23, 2002 <http://
www. whi t ehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/ 2002/ 09/ 20020923- 2. ht ml > Accessed
Novenber 18, 2003.

% The Wiite House, OFfice of the Press Secretary, “President, House
Leadership Agree on Iraq Resolution,” The Rose Garden, Cctober 2, 2002
<htt p://ww. whi t ehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/ 2002/ 10/ 20021002- 7. ht ml >
Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.
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Iraqg within 48 hours if war was to be avoided.® Between
Sept enber 11, 2001 and March 20, 2003, the United States
was very slow in comunicating its demands to Iraqgq, and
after communi cati ons becane clear in Septenber 2002, Iraq s
box of acceptabl e behavi or becane smaller and smaller until
Saddam Hussein’s only chance to avoid war was his
abdi cat i on.

2. Conmmuni cati on of the Threat

The conmmuni cation of the results of an Iraqgi failure
to comply with U S. demands was simlarly slowin gelling
to clarity, but once the threat was finally nmade clear, the
only problemw th the comuni cation of the threat renai ned
the tinetable for Iraqgi conpliance. Unlike the above cited
statenment of Anbassador Negroponte regarding the U S
threat to attack and defeat Irag if it attacked its
nei ghbors, the United States not only failed to clearly and
consistently threaten invasion and regi ne change as a
result of Iraq’'s failure to conply with U S. demands, but
its method of pushing the requirement for Iraqi conpliance
further and further into the future served to assure Iraq
that war was neither being planned (initially) nor would
result from nonconpli ance.

President Bush first vaguely expressed in January 2002
that the United States would “do what is necessary” to
protect itself froman lraqi threat.® Then he showed the
i ndeci sion of the United States in howit would respond to

| rag defiance in March 2002 by stating that “all options

" The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Remarks by the
President in Address to the Nation, The Cross Hall, March 17, 2003
<htt p: // ww\. whi t ehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/ 2003/ 03/ 20030317-7. ht ml >
Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.

%2 The White House, The President's 2002 State of the Uni on Address.
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are on the table.”®

He then proceeded to repeatedly state
that the United States would consult with other countries
before taking any action. Before the UN General Assenbly

i n Septenber 2002, he offered the nore nenacing threat that
“action will be unavoidable” if Irag does not abide by
UNSCRs. °* But then 20 days later, he reduced the connection
bet ween Iraqi nonconpliance and U. S. action by stating that
“if [Saddam Hussein] persists in his defiance, the use of
force may becone unavoi dabl e” (enphasis added).® As

Presi dent Bush signed the U S. Congress resolution granting
himthe authority to use force against Iraq on Cctober 16,
2002, he again clarified the threat of use of force wth,
“Either the Iraqi reginme will give up its weapons of mass
destruction, or, for the sake of peace, the United States
will lead a global coalition to disarmthat regine.”*®
After October 16, the United States remained consistent in
communicating its threat of war as a result of the failure
of Iraq to disarm giving Iraq five nonths during which
clear U S. comunications existed prior to war.

Not only was the United States slow in seriously
threatening Iraq with invasion, but also it denied
suggestions (which could have served to lend credibility to
its deterrent, then “conpellent,” threat of mlitary
action) that it was preparing for war. |In Novenber 2001,

Secretary of State Colin Powell denied specul ations that

% The Wite House, The President’s March 13, 2002 Press Conference.

% The Wite House, The President’s Septenber 12, 2002 Address to the UN
Ceneral Assenbly.

% The Wite House, “President, House Leadership Agree on Iraq

Resol ution.”

% The Wiite House, OFfice of the Press Secretary, “President Signs Iraq
Resol ution,” The East Room OCctober 16, 2002 <http://

www. whi t ehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/ 2002/ 10/ 20021016- 1. ht mM > Accessed
Novenber 18, 2003.
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the United States was preparing for an attack on Iragq.?’
Even after President Bush's address to the UN Ceneral
Assenbly, Secretary Runsfeld denied that the U S. and
British destruction of Iraqi air defense systens begi nning
on September 16, 2002 constituted a preparation for war.%
Simlarly, Secretary Powell, rather than enphasizing the
U S. readiness to strike Iraq, stated that the mlitary
buildup in the Persian Gulf at the end of Decenber 2002 did
not make war inevitable. ®

The aversion of the Bush adm nistration for declaring
that formal war preparations were underway may have harned
t he chances for obtaining Iraqi conpliance. Simlarly, the
Bush adm nistration’s failure to specify a definitive
deadline for conpliance soon after comruni cations were
clarified also may have reduced the chances for obtaining
Iraqi conpliance. After declaring in Septenber 2002 that a
failure to disarmwould result in war, the United States
del ayed action by seeking a UNSCR to support mlitary
action against Iraq. The desired resolution of Novenber 8,
2002, UNSCR 1441, demanded that Iraq provide i nmmedi at e,
uni npeded unrestricted access for weapons inspections or
face serious consequences, but upon Iraq s presenting an
i nconpl ete or erroneous weapons declaration to the UN and
its resisting the efforts of the UN weapons inspection
team the United States sinply restated its objections,
restated its demands, and restated it threat. The United

St at es began staging forces for war, but it was not clear

 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Iraq,” The Mddle East Journal 56
(Spring 2002): 311.
% Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Iraq,” The Mddl e East Journal 57
(Wnter 2003): 139.
® Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Iraq,” The Mddle East Journal 57
(Spring 2003): 304.
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when Iraq’s |l ast chance to conply would be. On January 14,
2003 President Bush said, “Time is running out on Saddam
Hussein. He nust disarm |'msick and tired of games and
deception. And that's mny view of tinetables.”! After
nunerous other statenments fromthe Bush adm nistration that
indicated that tinme was running out for Saddam Hussei n,
Presi dent Bush seemi ngly | eaned forward toward war on
February 6, 2003, the day after Secretary Powel| addressed
the UN Security Council with his evidence of Iraq’ s UNSCR
vi ol ations and general threat to the world: *Saddam Hussein
wi |l be stopped.” %

While the tenor of U S. nessages during the five
nont hs | eadi ng up to OPERATI ON | RAQ FREEDOM was i ndi cative
of U S intentions and the U S. nessage was finally nmade
relatively clear and consistent, the forumfor the
det errence/ conpel | ence situation was one of delay. The
“conpel | ent” demands of the United States were |eft open-
ended while the United States sought the support of the
international comunity for mlitary action through
diplomacy in the UN, with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organi zation, and with individual states. QOher than the
deploynment of mlitary force to the region, Iraqg was given
little indication that its situation becanme graver between
Cct ober 2002 and February 2003; U.S. reiterations that tine
was running out and Irag nust disarmdid not have the sane

finality as a deadline for conpliance m ght have.

100 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Remarks by President
Bush and Polish President Kwasniewski in Photo Opportunity, The Oval

O fice, January 14, 2003 <http://ww. whit ehouse. gov/ news/ r el eases/
2003/ 01/ 20030114- 2. ht M > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.

101 The Wiite House, Office of the Press Secretary, Statement by the
Presi dent, February 6, 2003 <http://ww. whitehouse. gov/ news/rel eases/
2003/ 02/ 20030206- 17. ht Ml > Accessed Novenber 18, 2003.
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3. Resolve and Credibility

Al t hough the Bush adm nistration took 18 nonths to
conplete its nove toward war with Iraq, its rhetoric
indicated that it intended to renove the threat of Saddam
Hussein’ s lraq t hrough peaceful or violent means. However,
its resolve in remaining dedicated to the confrontation and
its credibility in delivering the threats it prom sed were
reduced by 11 years of hostile U S. rhetoric and relatively
little U.S. action. The relationship that the United
States had built with Iraqg since the end of OPERATI ON
DESERT STORM was one in which Iraqg was contained, but it
was not required to conply with all U S. demands. The
United States routinely inflicted punishnment on Iraq for
vi ol ations, but there were no serious consequences for
Iraq; lraqgq absorbed air attacks on its defense
infrastructure and may have even grown nunb to frequent
U.S. punishnents, and econom c sanctions on Iraqgq evidently
did not cause pain for Iraq’ s | eaders or jeopardize their
hold on power. In order to be successful, the Bush
adm nistration had to nmake it clear to Iraq’ s | eadership
that the situation had changed and that the United States
expected full conpliance or it would unseat the governnent
t hrough war. Even considering that U S. conmunications
with Irag were | ess than ideal during the 18 nonths prior
to war, lraq failed to recogni ze sone indicators that U S
threats were credible and U S. resol ve was steady and
consistent. Although the United States was not successful
in peacefully settling the conflict with Iraq, its behavior
during the confrontation mght lend credibility to future
deterrence situations.

The U.S. decision to work within international foruns

proved to be a doubl e-edged sword. The failure of the UN
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to enforce its UNSCRs since the end of the 1991 Gulf War
made it questionable whether it was an appropriate forumto
exert pressure on lraq in 2002 and 2003. Iraq had every
reason to believe that |ack of international consensus and
resolve would result in nore inaction toward its defiance
of UNSCRs. Additionally, the opposition of traditional

U S. partners and allies, such as France and CGermany, to
the U.S. bias for action against Irag in the UN gave wei ght
to an Iraqgi belief that while trying to obtain the consent
of the UN, the United States woul d not succeed in gathering
approval for mlitary action. Al though the Bush

adm ni stration repeatedly declared that it would consult
wWith other states prior to acting in Iraq but it would not
be restrained by |l ack of consensus, the United States
continued to exert a lot of effort in the UN through
February 2003; it m ght have been difficult for Iraq to
believe that the United States would act in defiance of UN
consensus while the United States continued to seem ngly
restrain itself with the UNuntil the final weeks of the
confrontation.

However, the Bush adm nistration’s nuch publicized
activity wwthin the international arena al so should have
lent credibility to U.S. demands and threats. By
repeatedly stating its demands and threats and repeatedly
stating that the United States would act alone if necessary
in international forums, the Bush adm nistration was naking
the costs of not fulfilling its prom ses very high; in the
absence of eventual U S. action, all states would w tness
that the U S. threats of punishment were enpty prom ses.

The threat of war by the United States, a denocracy,
i nherently | acked sone credibility because war is extrenely

costly in lives of represented citizens and state resources
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and it could be costly politically for the Bush
adm nistration. The United States devel oped a bad
reputation for staying power in the face of war casualties
during the previous two decades. Additionally, U S.
mlitary operations in Afghanistan made it questionable if
the United States would be willing to undertake anot her
maj or mlitary operation sinultaneously. However, as in
the case of the international arena, the Bush
adm nistration’s statenments to its donestic audi ence m ght
have nmade it too costly for it to not act; after stating
t hat Saddam Hussein cannot be allowed to stay in power, it
woul d have been politically costly if he was still in power
and defiant during the 2004 el ection. Furthernore,
Presi dent Bush’s acquisition of a Congress resolution to
use force against Iraq if necessary should have
denonstrated to the Iraqi |eadership that President Bush
had donestic support for action.

Finally, simultaneous U S. policy in cases apart from
Iraqg was al so both detrinental and beneficial to U S
credibility. The U S. policy toward North Korea s nucl ear
program showed that not all states in possession of WD
woul d be treated identically by the United States, making
the U S. stance toward Iraq less credible; it was
guesti onabl e whet her or not the United States would go to
war over WD in Irag while not even considering war over
WWD in North Korea. |Iraq noted this discrepancy in U S.
policy on Decenber 31, 2002.1° Conversely, U.S. action in
Af ghani stan in 2001 served as a denonstration that the
United States was willing to take decisive mlitary action

against foes it considered to threaten the security of the

102 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Irag,” The Mddl e East Journal 57
(Spring 2003): 306.
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United States. However, as early as Decenber 2001,
Secretary Powel | indicated that success in Afghani stan
shoul d not suggest success in Iraqg since the situations
were different and Iraq’s mlitary was far superior to that
of the Taliban. %

4. Assur ances

The United States never gave lraq assurances that if
it conplied with all U 'S. demands then it would not be
attacked. The United States attenpted to gain support for
mlitary action against Iraq throughout the first half of
2002, nonths before it ever clearly conmunicated its
demands and threats to Iraqgq; the United States contenpl ated
mlitary action against lIraq before the United States
suggested to Iraqgq that punishment would conme if Iraq
refused to conmply with renewed demands for adm ttance of UN
weapons inspectors. By seeking international support for
mlitary action before insisting that Irag conply with
UNSCRs, the United States showed that it expected that its
demands were not going to be net. \Wen Tariq ‘Aziz
suggested in QOctober 2001 that it was only a matter of tine
until the United States attacked Iraq as part of its war on
terrorism the United States did not dispel his fears;
rather, the Bush admnistration stated that war with Iraq
was not inmnent in 2001. %

Simlarly, after initial, but vague, comunications of
the new deterrence situation to Iraq during spring 2002,
the Bush admi nistration indicated that even if Iraq
accept ed weapons inspectors back into its territory, the

Iragi WVMD threat would still remain due to Iraqi deception

103 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Irag,” The Mddl e East Journal 56
(Spring 2002): 311.
1041 pi d.
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If the WWD threat was what the United States woul d not
tolerate, then Iragi conpliance with U S. demands for
weapons inspections would not serve to renpve U. S

i nsecurity; although the United States threatened

puni shrent only if Iraq did not disarm it was clear that
the United States maintained that Iraq could not be
conpelled to disarmsinply with the re-adm ttance of
weapons inspectors. Therefore, the U S. demand for renewed
i nspections was neani ngless for Iraq. Iraq had no
incentive to conply with U S. demands because the situation
was framed such that there was no way to avoid U. S.

puni shment: the United States told Irag that it nust

disarm the United States insisted that disarmanent could
only be conducted with Iragq’s full cooperation with weapons
i nspectors; however, the United States maintained that
weapons inspectors could not ensure disarmanent because

| rag was al ways suspected of deception and obstruction;
therefore, the United States offered no way for Iraq to
prove that it had disarnmed. |If U S. punishnment woul d be
contingent on proving whether or not Iraq had disarned,
then Iraqg had no reason to cooperate w th weapons

i nspectors because in the eyes of the United States, it
woul d be unable to prove it had no WWD with or w thout the
presence of inspectors. |Irag had reason to believe that if
the U.S. threat proved credible, the punishnent would cone
in a mtter of time, regardless of Iraqi responses to U. S.
demands.

While Iragi activity was arguably obstructionist on
the matter of WWD throughout the 18 nont hs of
confrontation, it should be noted that it offered sone
overtures and nade sone concessions in hope of avoiding

war. For exanple, on March 25, 2002, Baghdad announced it
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was ready to receive a U S team(with conditions) to
investigate the fate of an Anmerican pilot shot down during
OPERATI ON DESERT STORM as a gesture of goodw || ;10
simlarly, on Decenber 8, 2002, Saddam Hussei n apol ogi zed

6 In terns

to the Kuwaiti people for Iraq s 1990 invasion. °
of Iraqi concessions directly related to WWD, Iraq all owed
alimted, four-day inspection of a former research center
near Baghdad by the International Atom c Energy Agency in
January 2002; %7 on Septenber 16, 2002, Iraq announced t hat
it would unconditionally allow the return of weapons

i nspectors (although it then proceeded to argue for
conditions); ' on Qctober 1 Iraq agreed to drop al nost al
restrictions on inspections, except for the inspection of

ei ght presidential palaces, but after the arrival of the
i nspection team on Novenber 26, the inspectors were granted
access to pal aces on Decenber 3;'° |raq delivered a weapons
di scl osure report, as required by the UN (but it was w dely
bel i eved to be inconplete and nisleading); ' on December 22
Iragi General ‘Amr Sa adi invited Central Intelligence
Agency agents to acconpany UN weapons inspectors; 2 on
Decenber 27 and 28 lIraq provided a list of scientists, who
had once worked on banned weapons prograns, to the

i nspection team (but the list was believed to be

inconplete), and lraq agreed to allow interviews of these

105 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: Irag,” The Mddl e East Journal 56
(Surmer 2002): 501

106 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: lrag,” The Mddl e East Journal 57
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scientists outside of Iraq (but it was believed that the
scientists were coerced into not cooperating);!?® Iraq
finally agreed to allow one scientist to be interviewed
wi t hout a government w tness on February 6, 2003 (but

agai n, coercion was suspected);

on February 14 Saddam
Hussein i ssued a decree banning the construction or

i mportation of WWD (although it was not accepted as
sincere), and Iraq allowed for surveillance flights in
conjunction with inspections;*® and on March 2, Iraq
destroyed its banned al - Sanoud 2 mi ssiles, in accordance
with a UN deadline.!® However, for each concession nmade by
Iraq, the U S. response was that the Iraqi concession was
not sincere and did not constitute full conpliance with
UNSCRs (and Iraq repeatedly rejected demands for renewed
weapons inspections until fall 2002 and |Iraq nmade war
preparations throughout the 18 nonths of confrontation).
The Bush admi nistration also indicated that the Iraqi
concessions were sinply ainmed at buying nore tinme. Rather
t han taking a step-by-step diplomatic approach with Iraq,
the United States threats were based on an all-or-nothing
demand. In view of U S. dissatisfaction with each Iraqi
concession, lrag m ght have concluded that the United
States woul d eventually attack, regardl ess of how
conpletely it conplied with UNSCRs.

113 1 bi d.

114 Editorial Staff, “Chronology: lrag,” The Mddl e East Journal 57
(Surmer 2003): 481

15 | bid, 482.

118 | pjd,
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CHAPTER VI . CONCLUSI ONS AND POLI CY | MPLI CATI ONS

A DETERRENCE AS A VI ABLE STRATEGY

The Bush adm nistration’s outl ook on the security
chal l enges facing the United States is influenced by the
attacks of Septenmber 11. In light of the reality that
enenm es of the United States can catastrophically strike at
US. interests despite U S mlitary mght, forward
presence and gl obal reach, despite U S. econom c strength,
despite U S. information superiority, and despite U S.

di pl omatic i nfluence and power, the Bush adm nistration
reassessed its security strategy; the Bush adm nistration
is determ ned that further attacks on the nagnitude of

t hose of Septenmber 11 will not be allowed to succeed. The
danger of WWD use by U.S. adversaries especially captures
the attention of President Bush.

Al t hough the Bush adm nistration does not totally
abandon the use of deterrence as a national strategy,
deterrence, when conceived of as prom sed retaliation in
response to an opponent’s attack, is not an acceptable
option for those states and non-state actors which m ght
use WWD against the United States. Traditional concepts of
deterrence nmake the assunption that no action will be taken
on the part of the United States if its opponent does not
first attack the United States. |In the past, the
i kelihood that an eneny of the United States, other than
the Soviet Union, could successfully carry out an attack on
the United States was mnimal, the threat of U S
retaliation was terrifying, and the international actors
t hat needed to be deterred consisted only of nation-states;
al t hough the Soviet Union had the ability to attack the
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United States with nucl ear weapons, it mght be argued that
t he concept of MAD nade the results of a deterrence failure
so horrific that deterrence failures were sel dom seriously
consi dered. Today, the unwi llingness of the Bush

adm nistration to endure attacks of any kind on the United
States requires either that deterrence be abandoned as a
strategy (because it cannot guarantee that all attacks wl|
be prevented) or that a new concept of deterrence be

adopt ed. 1’

A new concept of deterrence is conpatible with
the Bush adm nistration’s bias for action in the face of
threats that are not yet conpletely forned (such as the
fledgling WWD prograns of potential U S. enemes), and it
is useful in filling the U S. gap between threat
recognition and preenptive or preventive attacks. 8

Wil e they appear to be radically offensive departures
from previous national security ideas, the concepts of
preventive war and preenption are not stand-al one concepts
in the real mof national security; these concepts (and the
Bush adm ni stration’s apparent willingness to enploy them
shoul d be considered two of many threats avail able for the
United States to offer to its opponents while pursuing a
strategy of deterrence. Just as in traditional concepts of
deterrence in which the United States would attack its
opponent only after it was first attacked, in a new concept
of deterrence, preenption and preventive war woul d occur

only in cases of deterrence failures.

17 For President Bush's reservations on the applicability of a strategy
of deterrence to today’'s threats of WD attacks, rogue states and
terrorist attacks, see President Bush’'s quote on Page 2 of this paper
or see NSS, 5-7, 13-16.

118 See National Security Advisor Rice' s quote on exhausting all other
means prior to preenptive action on Page 3 of this paper.
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A useful concept of deterrence for today' s security
environment is one in which the United States, as in the
case of traditional concepts of deterrence, still presents
to an opponent a situation in which the United States
threatens a particular action only as a result of a
particul ar behavior on the part of its opponent: “if you do
A, the United States will do B.” However, while
traditional concepts of deterrence would suggest that A
equates to sonme formof attack on the United States and B
equates to retaliation of some sort, a new concept of
deterrence offers the flexibility to define A as sone
activity short of an attack (such as the attenpted
acquisition of WWD) and B, therefore, as a preenptive,
rather than retaliatory, attack. |In addition to deterrence
by puni shnent, the United States should also maintain the
concepts of deterrence by denial and positive deterrence in
its “deterrence tool box.”

The basic dynam cs of the rel ationship between
opponents in the new concept of deterrence remain the sanme
as those in traditional concepts of deterrence. No concept
of deterrence is fool proof and there are many potenti al
pitfalls to avoid if deterrence is to succeed. Simlarly,
there are several key elenments to observe in pursuit of
successful deterrence, such as clear and tinely U S.
comuni cation of the activity to be avoided and the

t hr eat ened puni shnent, denonstration of U S. resolve and

119 The NSS suggests that deterrence will be ineffective agai nst rogue
states and terrorist networks. \Wile this paper suggests that
deterrence mght be effective across the spectrumof threats and
actors, the specific requirements for successfully enploying deterrence
agai nst these actors is beyond its scope. For the prospect of
deterrence against terrorist networks, see Davis and Jenkins. For the
prospect of deterrence against rogue states, see the spring 2004 Naval
Post gr aduat e School thesis of Jam e Cal abrese.
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credibility, and assurances that punishment will be
wi thheld if the opponent chooses to be deterred.

B. COVMUNI CATI NG DETERRENCE PARAMETERS VERSUS WAR
MONGERI NG
Cl ear comuni cati on between opponents is essential in

any concept of deterrence. |In today’'s security environnment
of uncertain but substantial threats being devel oped in
secret, the Bush adm nistration is faced with the prospect
of necessarily appearing overbearing and aggressive within
the international community if the new concept of
deterrence is to be successful. The Bush adm nistration
must clearly threaten punishment specifically to those
international actors which it fears may devel op the
capability to harmthe United States with WWD, for exanple.
In issuing these threats, the United States m ght be viewed
as war nongering by its friends and allies (as well as by
anbi val ent actors and foes); the United States could | ose
the support of traditionally synpathetic states, and the
result anong its foes m ght be the devel opnent of

escal ation through spiral dynam cs. However, the United

St ates cannot expect to avoid the necessity of preenptive
attacks or preventive war if its foes are not nade to
clearly understand that their devel opnment of a threatening
capacity toward the United States and its interests wll
result in punishnent by the United States, even in the
absence of hostile action. |In order to mnimze opposition
to U S. deterrence efforts, US. diplomatic efforts nust
work to convince the international comunity that the
security challenges it seeks to deter are significant and
credi bl e through sone intelligence sharing. It nust also
provi de assurances, both for the incentive of the opponent
and for the reduction of an aggressive U S. inmage in the
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international eye, that in the absence of threat
devel opnent, the United States does not intend to strike.
The Irag case shows the inportance of clear comrunication
of the paranmeters of the deterrence situation not only for
t he opponent, but also for U S. reputation. The U S.
reputation for assurances and predictabl e behavior m ght
have been damaged t hrough the Iraq case because the United
States for many nonths indicated that its requirenment was
di sarmanment through renewed weapons i nspections; by
attacking despite the renewal of weapons inspections, the
United States gives the appearance that it will not observe
its part of the deterrence bargain that the United States
will only do B if the opponent does A In the future, the
United States nust ensure that its clear comunication of
t he deterrence paraneters |eave all parties (opponents and
observers) wth no doubts that the United States intends to
act exactly and only as it threatens.
C. THE | NTELLI GENCE DI LEMVA

While in traditional concepts of deterrence accurate
intelligence is required in order to determ ne the
opponent’s intent, capability and vulnerabilities, the new
concept of deterrence necessarily relies even nore on
accurate intelligence because the United States proposes to
act mlitarily in some cases in which no overtly hostile
action had been denonstrated on the part of its opponent.
In the case of the U S. concern about WWD threats, the
United States mght denand that its foes do not possess,
use, distribute or attenpt to acquire WWD or WWD precursor
mat eri al under threat of U S. mlitary action. U S.
intelligence efforts are instrunental in nonitoring the
deterrence situation and in determ ning when U. S. action is

appropriate; the United States refuses to absorb an attack
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before acting, so intelligence nust show when an eneny
attack is possible or inmmnent. Intelligence is never
conplete or conpletely accurate, so there is always the
possibility that the U S. estimate of its opponent’s WD
threat is overstated. Therefore, as in the case of Iraq,
if an opponent is to avoid a U S. attack as a result of the
U.S. perception that the opponent chose not to be deterred
(it acquired WD), then the opponent must disprove the
suspected activity estimated by U S. intelligence. As a
result, if the United States hopes to avoid war, its
deterrence situation nust evolve into a conpel |l ence
situation, in which the opponent is forced to provide
evidence that it has not violated the U S. demand that it
not acquire VWD.

In the case of Iraqgq, the conpellence situation was
grounded in UNSCRs, so the United States had justification
to demand that Iraqg prove it had no banned weapons.
However, if the United States is to use this sane demand
agai nst ot her woul d-be WVD arned opponents, the conpellence
situation becones problematic. |If there is no reginme for
WVD nonitoring of an opponent, extracting proof fromthe
opponent that it does not have WWD may involve a violation
of or an affront to its sovereignty. |If the opponent
refuses to allow for the intrusive, “conpellent” denmand
that it provides proof of its |ack of WVD, then the United
States is forced to make a deci sion on whether or not to
puni sh t he opponent based on its own intelligence.
Unfortunately, the current |lack of significant indications
of WMD presence in Irag makes the prospect of doling out
puni shment s based on suspicion of obtaining WWD risky for
the United States. The United States will have to be

concerned of lack of popular support for mlitary action
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based on possibly flawed or “hyped” intelligence in both

i nternational and donestic audiences. Simlarly, the
exanple of the Iraq invasion m ght show opponents that
conpliance with U S. denmands for proof of their |lack of WD
wi |l not be convincing enough for the United States to

deci de against military action anyway.

The United States can enpl oy a new concept of
deterrence to neet the threats of the current security
environment, but it nmust be willing to be as aggressive in
its language to and treatnent of its potential foes as the
NSS inplies the United States will be when faced with a
threat fromWD. Additionally, while all situations within
the international security environnment nust be addressed

20 in those cases in which the United States

i ndi vidually,?
decides to enploy a strategy of deterrence, it is vital to
US. credibility that the United States acts in the case of
deterrence failures, in accordance with the threats it

conmmuni cat es.

120 For exanple, the case of North Korea s suspected acquisition of
nucl ear weapons presented a nuch different case than lIraq’ s suspected
mai nt enance of WVMD;, there is no standard solution to all WWD-rel ated
security challenges. So, in the interest of nmaintaining its
credibility and resolve, it is best that the United States not attenpt
a strategy of general deterrence with regards to WD acqui sition.
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